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. SENATE
TwaurspAy, January 24, 1929

The Chaplain, Rev. Z€Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, Spirit of Infinite Love, have mercy upon this
Nation and look with favor upon the people Thoun hast planted,
for without Thee we stand uncrowned, truth is perished in the
streets, and justice fallen at our gates.

If we have failed to acknowledge Thy guidance, forgive our
foollsh pride and suffer us not to trust in our own might, lest
following selfish aims we invite the shame of disaster. There-
fore come and abide in our midst, bringing peace to the hearts
of men; come like a voice of stillness that calls us in the
watches of the night; come like whispering winds that sway
with slumbrous rhythm the branches of the trees; come like
summer seas that lave with their silent tides earth's lonely
shores. Come, breathe on us, Breath of God, and make us
wholly Thine, Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed-
ings of the legislative day of Thursday, January 17, 1929, when,
on request of Mr. Curtis and by unanimous consent, the further
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Fletcher Mayfield Smith
Bayard Frazier Metealf Smoot
Bingham Georﬁ Moses Bteck

Black Gille Neely - Steiwer
“Blaine Glass Norbeck Stephens
Blease Glenn Norris Swanson
Borah Gould Nye Thomas, Idaho
Bratton Greene die Thomas, Okla,
Brookbart Hale Overman Trammell
Bruce Harris Phipps Tydings
Burton Harrison Pine Tyson
Capper Hastings Pittman Vandenberg
Caraway Hawes Ransdell Wagner
Copeland Hayden Reed, Mo. Walsh, Mass,
Couzens Heflin Reed, Pa. Walsh, Mont.
Curtis Johnson Robinson, Ark. Warren

Dale Jones Backett Waterman
Deneen Kendrie Schall atson

Dill Keyes Sheppard Wheeler
Edge McKellar Shipstead

Edwards McMaster Shortridge

Fess MeNary Simmons

Mr. BLAINE, I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
La Forrerre]l is unavoidably absent on account of illness,
This announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to announce the absence of the junior
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HowerL] on account of illness, I
will let this announcement stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. REighty-five Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quornm is present.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

The VICE PRESIDENT announced his signature to the fol-
lowing enrolled bill and joint resolutions, which has previously
been signed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives:

8.1156. An act granting a pension to Lois I. Marshall;

8.J. Res. 59. Joint resolution authorizing the President t
ascertain, adjust, and pay certain claims of grain elevators and
grain firms to cover insurance and interest on wheat during the
years 1919 and 1920, as per a certain contract authorized by the
President ;

8. J. Res. 142, Joint resolution authorizing the erection of a
Federal reserve bank building in the city of Los Angeles, Calif.;
and

S.J. Res. 180. Joint resolution authorizing the granting of
permits to the Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies on the occa-
gion of the inauguration of the President elect in March, 1929,
and for other purposes.

FINAL ASCERTAINMENT OF ELECTORS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of State, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a certified copy of the final ascertainment of the electors for
President and Vice President from the State of Nebraska at
the election held November 6, 1928, which was ordered to lie
on the table.

REPORT OF THE CHESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPHONE CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate, pursuant to
law, the annual report of the Chesapeake & Potomac Telephone
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Co. for the full year 1928, which was referred to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

MONITORING RADIO BTATION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Acting Secretary of Commerce, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation authorizing the purchase by the
Secretary of Commerce of a site, and the construction and
equipment of a building thereon, for use as a constant fre-
quency monitoring radio station, and for other purposes, ad-
viging that the department recommends its enactment into law,
and also stating that the proposed legislation is not in conflict
with the financial program of the President, which, with the
acecompanying paper, was referred-to the Committee on Com-
merce.

SENATOR FROM NEVADA

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I present the certificate of elec-
tion of my colleague, Hon, Ky PirTMAN, as a Senator from the
State of Nevada, and ask that it may be read.

The eredentials were read and ordered to be placed on file, as
follows:

STATE OF NEVADA,
ExECUTIVE DEPARTMENT,
To THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

This is to certify that at a general election held in the State of Nevada
on Tuesday, the 6th day of November, 1928, Key PrrrMax was duoly
elected by the qualified electors of the State of Nevada a Senator from
said State to represent said State in the Senate of the Unilted Bintes
for the term of six years, beginning on the 4th day of March, 1929,
having received the highest number of votes cast for eaid office at said
election, as appears by the certificate of the duly constituted and quall-
fied board of eanvassers, now on file in the office of the secretary of
state, at Carson City, Nev.

Witness : His Excellency our Governor, F. B. Balzar, and our seal
hereto affixed at Carson City, this 19th day of December, A. D, 1928,

F. B. BALzZAR,
Governor.,
By the governor :
|8EAL.] W. G. GREATHOUSE,
Hecretary of State.

(The above certificate is accompanied by a proclamation of
the Governor of Nevada relative to the results of the general
election held in that State on November 6, 1928.)

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, 1 present a brief
letter from a constituent which I ask may lie on the table and
be incorporated in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Youxe WoMEx’'s CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION,
Missoula, Maont., December 27, 1928,
CiTizENS' CONFERENCE ON CRUISERS,
Hotel Washington, Washington, D. C.:
I am certainly opposed to the cruiser bill. Let us build for peace, not
for war.

Bincerely,
Mrs. KarHERINE H. Moone,
General Secretary Y. W. 0. A., Missoula, Mont,
Mr. NORRIS. I present resolutions adopted by the Senate

of the State of Nebraska, which I ask may be read and referred
to the Committee .on Finance.

There being no objection, the resolutions were read and
referred to the Committee on Finance, as follows:

A resolution agalnst unrestricted importation of duty-free sugar from
the Philippine Islands

Wherens the encouragement and protection of the beet-sugar indus-
try is of utmost important to the agricultural prosperity of the State
of Nebraska; and

Whereas the unlimited and constantly Increasing importation of
duty-free sugar from the Philippine Islands into the United States
constitutes a grave menace to the continuation of the beet-sugar
industry in this country and threatens the agricultural prosperity of
the SBtate of Nebraska: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Scnate of the State of Nebraska, That we do hereby
record the sentiment of this body in favor of the passage of such laws
by the Congress of the United States as will restrict and limit the
amount of duty-free sugar imported yearly from the Philipplne [slands
into the United States to the end that the domestic beet-sugar industry
may be adeguately eafeguarded against this hazard; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Benators
and Representatives in Congress from the State of Nebraska.
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Mr. CAPPER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Lawrence, Kans., remonstrating against the passage of the bill
(H. R. 11526) to provide for the construction of certain naval
vessels, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD presented memorials and letters in the
nature of memorials of sundry citizens and organizations in
the State of Minnesota, remonstrating against the passage of
the bill (H. R. 11528) to provide for the construction of certain
naval vessels, and for other purposes, which were ordered to lie
on the table.

Mr. BLAINE presented a resolution adopted by the Wiscon-
sin Legislative Board, Ladies’ Auxiliary to the Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen, Milwaukee, Wis., indorsing the so-called
Kellogg multilateral treaty for the renunciation of war, which
was ordered to lie on the table,

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I send to the desk a mes-
sage from the National United Committee for Law Enforce-
ment, Rev. Clinton N. Howard, chairman, and ask that it be
read and referred to the Judiciary Committee.

There being no objection, the communication was read and
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, as follows:

NatioNaL CoMMITTEE FOor LAWw ENFORCEMENT,
Washington, D. C., January 21, 1929.

To the Congress of the United States:

The following resolotion was adopted by 1,000 Washington citizens
in mass meeting assembled at Calvary Baptist Church Sunday, Jan-
uvary 20, under the auspices of the national united comnittee:

“ Resolution

“ Resolved, That we earnestly petition Congress during the present
ghort session to enact a bone-dry law with teeth in it for the District
of Columbia, with a sufficlent appropriation to effectively enforce it.

« Resolved, That we commend the proposals made by the national
united committee to secure the enforcement of the dry law in this eity,

and that a copy of these resolutions be presented to Congress."
L ] L - * L ]

L] ®

NarTio¥aL UNITED COMMITTEE FOR LAow ENFORCEMENT,
CrixToNy N. Howarp, Chairman,

WITHDRAWAL OF PROHIBITION PETITION FILED IN 1917

Mr. SHEPPARD. DMr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that I may be permitted to withdraw from the files of the See-
retary of the Senate a memorial of 1,000 signatures for national
prohibition, consisting of two volumes,”présented by me to the
Senate April 23, 1917, Sixty-fifth Congress, first session. This
memorial was prepared and the signatures obtained by former
Gov. B, N. Foss, of Massachusetts, assisted by Prof. Irving
Fisher, of Yale. Ex-Governor Foss has written me that he
desires to have the original volumes in order that he may place
them among his own papers. Therefore I ask that I may be
permitted to withdraw it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Frazier in the chair).
Without objection, leave is granted, The Chair hears no objec-
tion.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. WALSH of Montana, from the Committee on Public
Lands and Surveys, to which were referred the following bills,
reported them each without amendment and submitted reports
thereon :

A bill (H. R. 4589) for the relief of Dan A. Morrison (Rept.
No. 1499) ; and

A bill (H. R. 14925) to authorize repayment of certain excess
amounts paid by purchasers of lots in the town gite of Bowdoin,
Mont., and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1500),

Mr. WALSH of Montana also, from the Committee on Public
Lands and Surveys, to which was referred the bill (8. 5014)
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to issue to the city
of Bozeman, Mont., a patent to certain publie lands, reported it
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1501) thereon.

Mr. McMASTER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported adversely
thereon : =

A bill (8. 5756) for the relief of Herman O. Kruschke; and

A bill (H, R. 2482) for the relief of John Jakes.

Mr. WATERMAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

A bill (S, 5181) to amend section 4 of the act of June 15,
1917 (40 Stat. 224 ; sec. 241, title 22, U. 8. C.) (Rept. No. 1502) ;
and .

A bill (H, R. 14150) to amend section 279 of the Judicial
Code (Rept. No, 1503).

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Immigration, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 349) to supplement the
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naturalization laws, and for other purposes, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1504) thereon.

Mr. DENEEN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill (8. 2213) providing against misuse of
official badges for United Stafes marshals and their deputies,
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1506)
thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (H. R. 9021) providing for the punishment of per=ons
escaping from Federal penal or correctional institutions, and for
other purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted a
report (No. 1505) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (H. R. 9784) for the issnance and execuftion of warrants
in ecriminal cases and to authorize bail, reported it wirthout
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1507) thereon.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS
Mr. BORAH. As in executive session, I ask unanimous con-
sent to submit three reports for the Executive Calendar.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the reports will
be received and placed on the Executive Calendar.
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that to-day that committee presenfed to the President of
the United States the following enrolled bill and joint reso-
lutions :

S.1156. An act granting a pension to Lois I. Marshall;

8. J. Res. 59. Joint resolution authorizing the President to
ascertain, adjust, and pay certain claims of grain elevators and
grain firms to cover insurance and interest on wheat during the
years 1919 and 1920, as per a certain contract authorized by the
President ;

8. J. Res. 142, Joint resolution authorizing the erection of a
Federal reserve bank building in the city of Los Angeles, Calif. ;
and

8. J. Res. 180. Joint resolution authorizing the granting of per-
mits to the Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies on the occasion
of the inauguration of the President elect in March, 1929, and
for other purposes.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. TYSON:

A bill (8. 5517) to authorize the appointment of certain clerks
at the Army War College as warrant officers; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PINE:

A bill (8. 5518) to amend paragraph 1 of section 101 of the
Judicial Code, as amended ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRAZIER:

A bill (8. 5519) to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
purchase land for the Alabama and Coushatta Indians of Texas,
subject to certain mineral and timber interests; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. HARRIS:

A bill (8. 5520) to deny second-class mailing privileges to
newspapers under common ownership; to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 5521 ) granting a pension to Lizzie E. Goodrich; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NEELY :

A bill (8. 5522) granting an increase of pension to Laura
Cross ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FESS:

A bill (B. 5523) granting an increase of pension to Sallie
Ireton ; to the Commitfee on Pensions.

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD:

A bill (8. 5524) granting a pension to John E. Sutton (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Penslons,

A bill (8. 5525) authorizing the President to appoint Jack D.
Thompson a captain of Infantry in the Regular Army of the
United States; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma :

A bill (8. 5526) for the relief of Glenn W. Hanna; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. McNARY :

A bill (8. 5527) for the relief of Frank T. Burch; and

A bill (8. 5528) for the relief of Theodor Knudson; to the
Committee on Claims

A bill (8. 5529) to add certain lands to the Crater National
Forest ; to the Commitfee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. DENEEN :

A bill (8. 5530) granting a pension fo James 8. McKinley ;
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A bill (8. 5531) granting a pension to Laura F. Gross;

A bill (8. 5532) granting a pension to Gertrude Taylor;

A bill (8. 5533) granting a pension to John A, Burke; and

A bill (8. 5534) granting an increase of pension to Alice L.
Enloe; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 5535) to provide for a survey of a route for the con-
struction of a highway connecting certain places associated with
the life of Abraham Lincoln; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

By Mr. WATSON (for Mr. Rosinsox of Indiana) :

A bill (8. 5536) to correct the military record of G. W.
Gilkison ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FLETCHER:

A bill (8. 5537) for the relief of Frederick V. Armistead; to
the Commitiee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BLAINE (for Mr. LA FoLLETTE) :

A bill (8. 5538) for the relief of Matthias R. Munson; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 5539) granting a pension to Alice J. Phillips (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 5540) granting a pension to May Smelker (with
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD:

A bill (8. 5541) granting a pension to Elizabeth Casseday ; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MOSES:

A bill (8. 5542) granting an increase of pension to Mary A.
Gerald (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
gions.

By Mr. KENDRICK :

A bill (8. 5543) to establish the Grand Teton National Park
in the State of Wyoming, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys.

By Mr. BINGHAM:

A bill (8. 5544) to increase the membership of the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (with an accompanying
paper) ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. NORRIS:

A Dbill (8. 5545) granting a pension to Pearl Rounds; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. PHIPPS:

- A bill (8. 5546) to provide for the advancement on the retired
list of the Navy of Frederick L. Caundle (with an accompanying
paper) ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

AMENDMENT TO AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. HARRISON submitted an amendment proposing to in-
crease the appropriation for market news service to $1,304,260,
in lieu of $1,298860, as reported by the Committee on Appro-
priations, intended to be preposed by him to House bill 15386,
the Agricultural Department appropriation bill, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. WHEELER submitted an amendment proposing to in-
crease the appropriation under the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission for authorized expenditures necessary in the execution
of laws to regulate commerce from $2,834,464 to $2.887.000, and
to increase the amount which may be expended for personal
services in the District of Columbia, ete., from $2209.464 to
$2,250,000, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 16301,
the independent offices appropriation bill, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

ADDITIONAL JUDGES, SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

Mr. COPELAND submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 9200) to provide for the
appointment of three additional judges of the Distriet Court of
the United States for the Southern District of New York, which
wis referred to the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered to
be printed.

MESSBAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Halti-
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President :

H. R.10472. An act to authorize the appointment of Muaster
Sergt. August J. Mack as a warrant officer, United States
Army ; and

H. R. 15472. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to lend
War Department equipment for use at the eleventh mnational
convention of the American Legion,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE—JOHN J. HELAMS

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to re-
call the bill (8. 5386) extending benefits of the World War
adjusted compensation act, as amended, to John J. Helms, from
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the Committee on Finance, to which it was referred, having
that committee discharged from its further considerntion, and
to have the bill referred to the Committee on Military Affairs
on the ground that it is a bill to remove a dishonorable dis-
charge from the record of a soldier. It was improperly re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have no objection to the
change of reference if that is the object of the bill. I have not
seen it, so I will take it for granted that the Senator’s state-
ment is correct.

Mr. BLACK. It would affect the compensation of the bene-
ficiary if the dishonorable discharge sheuld be removed from
his war record.

Mr. SMOOT. Let me ask the Senntor from Alabama, did the
soldier serve in the World War?

Mr. BLACK. He did.

Mr. SMOOT. All measures relative to compensation of
soldiers of that war have always gone to the Committee on
Finance.

Mr. BLACK. I will state briefly just what this case is, so
that the Senate may understand it. The soldier was dishonor-
ably discharged and shortiy thereafter became insane. The
Veterans' Bureaun has faken care of the case so far as insanity
is concerned, but it can not remove the dishonorable discharge.
It can not be removed by the War Department except by a
special act, and this bill is for the purpose of removing the
dishonorable discharge. It will alse indirectly affect the amount
of insurance which the soldier receives.

Mr, SMOOT. T have no objection to the Senator’s request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Committee
on Finance will be discharged from the further consideration
of the bill and it wii be referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, hag the order requested by the
Senator from Alabama been made?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The order has been made,

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me that a bill of this kind, refer-
ring to the insanity of some one, might reflect upon his posterity,
and ought, therefore, to be considered in executive session.
[Laughter.]

COMPACTS BETWEEN OERTAIN STATES

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I desire to make a request for
unanimous ¢onsent. Last evening, just before the Senate ad-
journed, I reported from the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
nration five bills authorizing certain States to enter into inter-
state compacts, Inadvertently I overlooked the fact that the
committee had authorized a slight amendment by eliminating
three or four words in the language of the bills which were
passed. I now enter a motion to reconsider the votes by which
House bill 6496, House bill G497, House bill 6499, House bill
7024, and House bill 7025 were ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, and I also ask that an order be
entered requesting the Huuse of Representatives to return to the
Senate the billis to which I have referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the motion to
reconsider will be entered and the House will be requested to
return the bills to the Senate.

DR. JOSEPH GOLDBERGER

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask permission to have
published in the Recorp at this point a very brief bill, 8. 5473,
proposing a pension of $150 a month to the widow of Dr. Joseph
Goldberger, and in connection with that to have printed a very
fine brief editorial on Doctor Goldberger which appeared in the
Washington News of the 22d instant.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DaLE in the clmir)
out objeetion, it is so ordered.

The bill and editorial are as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, subject to
the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, the name of Mary
H. Goldberger, widow of Joseph Goldberger, late surgeon, United States
Public Health Service, and pay her a pension atethe rate of $150 per
month, in special recognition of the services of Doctor Goldberger in
discovering the essential cause of pellagra and means of its cure and
prevention.

With-

[From the Washington News, January 22, 1929}
DEATH COMES TO A DOCTOR

Poking about among orphanages and asylums an idea began to dawn
in the doctor's mind.

He observed that in some of the asylums the nurses’ trays contalned
a glass of milk and a portion of fresh meat. The trays for the in-
mates lacked these two items. In some of the orphanages he discovered
that the little codgers between 6 and 19 years of age got neither milk
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nor meat.
meat by doing chores. And in each ease, or enough cases to be indica-
tive, it was those on the meatless and milkless diet that bad the red
rash, sore mouths, and wretched nerves that go with the dread disease
pellagra.

Lack of fresh protein, the doctor determined, causes pellagra.
milk and good meat will cure or prevent.

This conclusion he reached in 1915, but it required many years to
establish his proof and convince the world. Seven times he risked his
life and that of his wife to prove that pellagra 18 not eaused by any
germ in the blood or skin or internal organs. They and loyal fellow
workers allowed themselves to be injected with the blood and material
of dying pellagra victims. They swallowed pellets made from the same
diseased substances. Observers marked them for death, but they did
not die.

They proved their ease. They had the cure for a disease that bad de-
feated all scientific research for centuries.

But the doctor knew this did not mean that pellagra would be elimi-
nated or even controlled. He knew much about life, Brought to this
eountry by immigrant parents when he was 5 years old, he had spent
his childhood and youth amid the poverty of East Side New York. He
knew that fresh milk and meat were not to be had on every table. He
studied and searched for a cheap food that would prevent pellagra.
He found it in yeast. He proved that a small amount of this inex-
pensive food, fresh or dried, will prevent the disease. And he made this
discovery in time to save thousands of lives of Mississippi River flood
victims,

The solution of the pellagra problem was not this doctor’s only con-
tribution to sclemnce and to humanity. In his years of work in the
United States Public Health Service, beginning as an inspector at Ellis
1sle, he worked on other diseases—yellow fever, typhus, dengue, diph-
therin, measles, and influenza. He made many discoveries—some again
at risk of his life.

Iy, Joseph Goldberger died the other day in Washington. With his
death the family income stopped. It is proposed that Congress grant a
pension to the widow, the woman who aided his work and shared many
of his dangers and hardships.

Congress scarcely can refuse.

Adding

AMERICAN SHIPS

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a very able address, in most
of which I concur, entitled “American Ships,” delivered at Jack-
sonville, Fla., by Mr. E. J. Adams,

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

GOVERNMEXNT OI'£HATION

It can be safely stated that the American people do not want their
Government to engage in any business that can be successfully con-
ducted by the people as individuals, copartners, or private corporations.

Government operation in any field of endeavor where private opera-
tion can function and survive is opposed by business men both large
and small.

The position of President-elect Hoover against Government opera-
tion and for Government cooperation apparently meets with popular
approval.

There are, however, some great essential public services that can
not be rendered by private activity and must be supplied by the
Government, and the cost, whatever it may be, borne by the people as
a whole. Some of these are—

United States mail service (the largest business in the world).

Modern public highways.

River and harbor improvements.

The Panama Canal and Railroad.

Waterways from the Great Lakes to the gea.

The Alaska Railway.

Reclamation,

Flood control, and the

Maintenance of an Army and Navy for national security.

Most of these activities produce no revenue and others produce less
revenue than sufficient to make them self-sustaining, yet they are all
essentlal services to the public in the benefits of which all the people
of our country share directly or Indirectly. ;

The mail service incurs an annual deficit of about $20,000,000 and
has the use of space, rent free, in public buildings owned by the
Federal Government worth millions of dollars more.

Appropriations from the Federal Treasury authorized by Congress
gince 1916 for modern highways suitable for motor traffic amount to
$765,000,000. Expenditures by States and counties for the snme purpose
during this same perlod have been many times this vast sum.

Total expenditures for public highways In the United States during
the year 1925 exceeded $1,288,983,707. The average annual expenditure
gince 1925 has been about the same, From 1916 to 1925 it was less
but very large.
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No direct revenue s received from these highway investments, but
the benefits acerning to all the people justify the cost.

Over $1,500,000,000 have been appropriated and expended in the
development and {mprovement of our rivers and harbors to aid water
transportation and the transfer of tonnage from cars and trucks to
ships. No direct revenue flows from these expenditures, but who will
say it is an unwise expenditure of publie funds to improve shipplng
facilities that expedite the serviee and reduce the cost of transpoertation?

The annual appropriations for the military activities and other
expenses of the War Department incident thereto are over $300,000,000,
and for the United States Navy Establishment the appropriations for the
ensuing fiscal year are over $350,000,000,

No revenue is received from these large expenditures, but the security
of our Republic and the safety of our people in Hfe and property at home
or abroad demands adequate preparation for the defense of our Nation.

For construction, equipment, and defense of the Panama Canal over
$350,000,000, and for the construction, equipment, maintenanee, and
operation of the Alaska Rallroad over $60,000,000 have been appro-
priated from the Federal Treasury.

The Panama Canal is scif-sustajning, and present revenues show
good monetary returns on the Investment and indicate a refund to the
Federal Treasury of all the money expended for its construction witbin
the next score of years. This is the one outstanding Government in-
vestment in an essential public service that shows a direct monetary
profit, .

Three great factors control the prosperity of the Nation and the
happiness of her people—production, transportation, and markets, The
United States leads all peoples in volume of production. Overland trans-
portation in the United States, both rail and motor, is unequaled any-
where, The American markets are the best in the world because the
American people have more, earn more, buy more, and enjoy higher
standards of living than any other people in the world, and the foreign
commerce of the United States has more than doubled since 1914,

One vital thing we need, and that is an adequate American merchant
marine to deliver the goods we sell In foreign markets and bring home
the things we require and do not produce In sufficient quantity to meet
our requirements.

Facfories, farms, and merchants, great and small, require trains and
trucks of their own to deliver the goods they sell to thelr customers,
To depend upon their competitors for delivery of their goods to common
customers is little short of commercial sulcide.

The same economie principles underlie the commerce of nations.

The United States has secured and now enjoys a splendid trade with
many foreign countries. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1028,
our exports amounted to almost $5,000,000,000 ($4.877,000,000), and
our Imports slightly over $4,000,000,000 ($4,146,000,000), making a
grand total of over §$9,000,000,000 ($9,028,000,000), Over 60 per cent
of our exports were products of the soil and about 37 per cent were
annual crops, Five per cent were products of the forest and 24 per
cent products of the factory which included 423,000 automobiles valued
at $425,000,000, incloding acecessories and parts exported. In 1922 we
exported 52,000 automobiles valued at $80,800,000, an increase of over
500 per cent in six years in this one line of production alome.

Our imports consisted principally of rubber, silk, coffee, sugar, paper,
pulp, tin fruits, nuts, and fertilizers.

In volume our foreign trade amounted to approximately 115,000,000
long tons (2,240 pounds) and required almost 6,000 ships, making
an average of five round voyages each to transport it overseas. Thisg
means approximately 20,000 cargoes, equivalent to 4,500,000 carloads,
or 35 freight trains extending from Chicago to New York or the Gulf of
Mexico, or 45,000 trains of 100 cars each, or one solid line of loaded
freight cars 35,000 miles long, eqnivalent to one and one-half times
around the earth. Such is the volume of the present foreign commerce
of the United States. To hold this trade in the markets of the world
in the face of stronger and keener competition from rehabilitated Europe
will require the best wisdom, skill, and devotion to our eountry’s welfare.

Three things control trade—quality, cost, and dellvery. In quality
and cost the United States can meet all competition where mass pro-
duction ecan be employed, but In delivery overseas the problem is
diffienlt. .

The people of the United States have all the factors required to hold
and expand forelgn markets for American goods save this one. They
have the resources, power, skill, and energy to produce, the best over-
land delivery systems in the world, and the good will of buyers in for-
cign markets. The one thing lacking is the overseas link in our delivery
system—an adequate American merchant marine.

Ships of all nations give first and preferred delivery service to the
people of their own country, and it is considered the duty, established
by custom of long standing, for the management and personnel In the
operation of ships to serve, support, and secure the trade of the people
in all ports for the producers of the country under whose laws the
ships operate. This condition emphasizes the need for American ships
in the American forelgn trade.

The cost of building ships in fhe United States is approximately 50
per cent more than the cost In the prineipal foreign shipyards, and the
cost of operation under the laws of the United States is about 50 per
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cent more than under the laws of our principal competing nations, This
forms a barrier, under normal conditions and low freight rates, that
American ghips can not surmount without ald and ecoperation from
the American Government and the loyal support of the American people.

A ship subsidy (cash payment from the Public Treasury to ship
operators) has been many times proposed, discussed, and rejected.

During the World War our Government acquired 2,543 vessels of all
kinds, steel, wood, and concrete, good, bad, and indifferent, some fit and
some unfit for peace-time commerce, but they attracted the attention of
our people as a possible foundation or starting point for the building of
a great American merchant marine.

Congress, in the merchant marine act of 1920, directed the United
Btates Shipping Board to do all within its power to foster and develop
an American merchant marine, privately operated where possible, and
Government operated where private operation could mnot survive the
foreign competition.

The board was directed to sell or charter the vessels of the Govern-
ment to American citizens who would agree to operate them in trade
essential to our commerce.

Congress also directed the board to seek for trade routes where Amer-
iean ehips could be used to develop, expand, and extend forelgn markets
for American production.

The United States Shipping Board found and established 37 trade
routes and allocated 350 ships for operation over such routes,

As fast as these new trade routes show earnings sufficient to attract
practical ship operators of the United States, they are sold and passed
into the private ownership of citizens of the United States, but always
with a guaranty on the part of the purchaser that he will continue the
operation established by the Government, for the proteetion of shippers
that have transferred their business from foreign to American ships and
thereby assisted in building up the transportation service established by
the Government.

Thirteen such established lines with 110 ships operating over them
bave been sold to citizens of the Unilted States; and the Government
gtill operates, through experienced contract operators, 24 lines with 250
ships,

Before the World War about 70 per cent of our foreign commerce
wis carried in tramp ships—ships that made any port where profitable
cargo could be found.

The establishment of definite trade routes and the operation of
ships on schedale time by the United States has done much to sta-
bilize our forelgn trade and induce private operators, both foreign
and American, to give scheduled service over definite trade routes
until now about 70 per cent of our foreign commerce is ecarrled over
definite routes on schedule time at reasonable rates,

To properly serve the producers and shippers of the United States
we must have dependable service over definite routes on fixed sched-
ules at reasonable and stable rates published in advance of their
effective date a sufficient time to protect the buyer and seller at home
and abroad in their sales contracts and delivery commitments.

To establish new trade routes and operate an American delivery
gervice over these routes during the pioneer days of trade building and
expansion in foreign markets for Amerlcan products has incurred some
deficits.

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, the Government oper-
ated an average of about 800 sghips, and in this operation incurred
a deficit of slightly less than $13,000,000 ($12,773,667.01). During
the fiscal year ending June 30, 19828, with low competitive freight
rates, the deficit incurred by the Government in the operation of these
ships, including insurance, maintenance, betterments, advertising, and
administrative expenses, was slightly over $15,000,000 ($15,100,156.45),

The freight bill on our water-borne foreign commerce was about
$£760,000,000 per year ($750,266, 802) in 1927. (Figures not available
for 1928.)

Over $£530,000,000 ($531,139,853) was paid to the owners of for-
eign ships and less than $230,000,000 ($229,127,029) to the operators
of Ameriean ships, private and Government, in 1927,

The Government deficit in 1927 is slightly over 11§ per cent, and in
1928 is slightly less than 2 per eent of the freight bill.

With the Government out of the picture, an increase in freight rates
by conference and agreement between shipowners, foreign and domestie,
would be possible and probable. An increase of 10 per cent in rates for
one year would equal the defieit incurred by the Government in the
operation of Government-owned ships for several years.

In 1914 the exports of the United States amounted to $2,264,579,148,
and the imports to $1,803,925,657. In comparison with the exports and
imports of the United States during the fiseal year ending June 30, 1928,
our exports show an increase of $2,512,420,852, and our imports of
$2,252,074,343 in 1928 over the exports and imports in 1914.

The balance of trade in favor of the United States in 1914 was
$470,653,491, and in 1928 it was $731,000,000, showing an increase of
$£260,346,509.

From a business man's viewpoint, it is worth something to increase
his volume of trade and the same ig true when applied to the foreign
trade of a nation,
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The defieit incurred in the operation of about 300 ships was about
one-half of 1 per cent of the increase in the exports of the inerease in
the balance of trade in favor of the United States in 1928 compared
with the balance of trade in 1914,

Two things have contributed vitally and materially to this large
increase in the foreign trade of the United States. One is the work
done by the Department of Commerce; under the leadership of President-
elect Hoover as Secretary of Commerce, in seeking out and helping our
producers to win the good will of foreign buyers and consumers and
inducing them to buy more and more of American-made goods and
products. The other essential thing has been the improved transporta-
tlon overseas by the establishment of a dependable schedulized definite
delivery service under the leadership of the United States Shipping
Board.

Most any business man would consider it good business to improve
his delivery system if he could show increases in the volume of his
trade at a cost of one-half of 1 per cent of his increased sales, and less
than 6 per cent of the increase in hils net profits.

Without a delivery service equal to that of any other nation competing
for business in the same forelgn markets we could not hold the market
for American products, much less expand it, and all the work done by
the Department of Commerce would avail nothing.

Balesmanship as practiced by the Department of Commeree and Amer-
fcan producers must go hand in hand with transportation under the
leadership of the United States Shipping Board and the progressive,
courageous American shipping men if our foreign trade expands in pro-
portion to inereased production in the United States.

If the establishment and maintenance of an adeguate American mer-
chant marine as an eflicient delivery system for American producers
that sell in foreign markets is an important factor in inecreasing our
sales to the people of other countries, as we insist it is, the next step is
to make it self-supporting as a Government activity in behalf of the
best interest of all the people and pass the ships to citizens of the
United States for private operation as fast as such operation can be
made profitable and still maintain the service essential to the well-
being and prosperity of the American people.

To hasten this process the people must aid by shipping and traveling
on American-flag ships, whether privately owned or Government owned.

Unless the producers and shippers of the United States patronize and
use their own ships—their own delivery system—when the service and
rates are equal to those afforded by other ships, it will be impossible to
build up an adequate American merchant marine,

The American people are loyal and prompt to respond in any national
emergeucy. When they fully realize the economie value of an American
merchant marine to the everyday producer of our land, both agricul-
tural and industrial, they can be depended upon to give their whole-
hearted support to American-flag ships.

All that Congress and all the Bhipping Board ean do to build up an
American merchant marine is not enongh without the loyal support and
patronage of the American people.

OEDER OF BUSBINESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business is closed.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, in strict conformity with
the rule, I ask unanimous consent that I may be permitted to
proceed for a few moments in explanation of a very important
measure pending on the calendar,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, I
have no desire to interfere w1th the Senator from Michigan
making the speech which, I understand, he desires to make;
but, on the other hand, this is the first opportunity we have
had to consider the calendar for 10 days or more. The Senate
will recall that on the last occasion when the calendar was
called the Senate was considering the joint resolution pro-
viding for surveys in Panama and Nicaragna, but, at the re-
quest of a Senator, I consented to postpone further actlon on
the joint resolution at that time, with the statement that I
would ask that the joint resolution be again considered at the
first opportunity. It was more or less a gentleman’s agreement
that it would be again considered upon the first occasion when
the calendar was called. I feel that the importance of the
joint resolution in every way justifies that we consider it at
this time. I was going to ask when the calendar was called
that the joint resolution be taken up and considered by the
Senate. I hope that it can be passed without opposition, as 1
think I have met all requests for amendments to the measure.
The resolution as it stands merely provides for a survey of
those two important projeets, so that Congress may be in-
formed and be able to give intelligent consideration to one of
the most important problems that we are facing., I hope that
the joint resolution may be passed without debate, but if
there should be any objection to the joint resolution I pro-
pose to move its consideration, in which event, of course, the
Senator from Michigan could make his speech. I should like
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to have the regular order proceeded with so that this measure
may at least be brought before the Senate.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, if permitted to speak,
I shall conclude my speech in ample time for the Senator from
New Jersey to do what he seeks,

Mr. EDGE. I do not doubt that, but the introduction of
another subject before the Senate naturally brings on more or
less controversy, and in any way, shape, form, or manner it
will not interfere with the speech of the Senator from Michi-
gan by having the joint resolution brought before the Senate.
If I can have it passed unanimously, then there will be nothing
more to be done. If I can not have it passed without objec-
tion, then I shall move to take it up, and I assume that, under
the understanding, the joint resolution will be laid before the
Senate, Then, of course, the Senator from Michigan can speak
upon the joint resolution if he cares to do so.

Mr. VANDENBERG. But in that event a Senator could
speak only for five minutes.

Mr. EDGE. Oh, no; under the rules of the Senate the Sena-
tor could speak from now until 2 o’clock if the joint resolution
ghall be laid before the Senate on motion.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Not on the motion to consider the
joint resolution.

Mr. EDGE. After the motion to consider the joint resolution
shall be decided affirmatively, the Senator from Michigan can
speak from now until 2 o'clock, Under those circumstances,
without in any way interfering with the Senator's speech, and so
that at least I may have the joint resolution brought before the
Senate, in accordance with the understanding, so far as we can
have understandings without a unanimous-consent agreement,
I ask for the regular order, so that consideration of the calendar
may at least be begun., Then I will ask for the immediate con-
sideration of the joint resolufion,

Mr. NORRIS. T should like to ask the Senator from New
Jersey whether by taking up the valuable time of the Senate
now he is filibustering against the cruiser bill?

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I assure the Senator that I will
not take five minutes further to explain the subject matter of
the joint resolution. I think the Senate is entirely familiar
with it. I ask for the regular order.

T CALENDAR

The VICE PRESIDENT. The calendar, under Rule VIII, is
in order. The clerk will state the first bill on the calendar.

The CHIEF CLERK. A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 1) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States pro-
hibiting war.

Mr, BRUCE. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be passed
Over.

Mr, EDGE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of Order of Business No.
785, being Senate Joint Resolution 117, the joint resolution to
which I have just referred.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I must object, as I desire
to have the calendar called from the beginning. I myself have
a bill on the ealendar which should be considered and which
is just as important relatively as is the joint resolution of the
Senator from New Jersey. I am in favor of his joint resolu-
tion, but I object to singling out one measure on the calendar;
therefore let us begin at the beginning and go through the en-
tire calendar. I ask for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order is called for.
The clerk will state the next bill on the ealendar,

BILLS PABSED OVER

The CHIEF CLERE. A bill (8. 1414) for the prevention and
removal of obstructions and burdens upon interstate commerce
in cottonseed oil by regulating transactions on future exchanges,
and for other purposes.

Mr. COPELAND. T ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (S. 1728) placing service postmasters in the classi-
fied service was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCH. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1266) to create in the Burean of Labor Statistics
of the Department of Labor a division of safety was announced
as next in order.

Mr, BRUCE. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 769) to give the Supreme Court of the United
States authority to make and publish rules in common-law
actions was announced as next in order.

Mr. BAYARD. I ask that that bill go over.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (S, 2864) to establish the standard of weights and
measures for the following wheat-mill, rye-mill, and corn-mill
products, namely, flours, semolina, hominy, grits, and meals, and
all commercial feeding stuffs, and for other purposes, was
announced as next in order.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask that that bill go over.
An amendment is being prepared to it which it is desired to
submit later.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1093) to prevent the sale of cotton and grain in
future markets was announced as next in order.

Mr. MOSES. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

WITHDRAWAL OF MARINES FROM NICARAGUA

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 57) requesting the President
to immediately withdraw the armed forces of the United States
from Nicaragua was announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Over.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator
from Alabama if there is any necessity of having the joint
resolution remain longer on the calendar? It is accompanied
by an‘; adverse report. Why may it not be indefinitely post-
poned ?

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr, President, I am just wondering why our
marines are not brought home now. The election in Nicaragua
is over: the marines were to stay in Nicaragua until an elec-
tion had been held and the Government of Niearagua could
function. We have gone in and set up their Government.

Mr. SMOOT. There is an adverse report on the joint reso-
lution, and I think it should be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. HEFLIN. If the marines had been brought home earlier,
the three boys who have recently lost their lives would not have
been killed. I will let the joint resolution stay on the calendar
forsa while, because if something is not done to bring the
marines home I am going to renew the fight later.

Mr. BRUCE. If the marines had been brought home from
Nicaragua, how many Niearaguans would have lost their lives?

Mr. DILL. When were we called upon to save the lives of
Nicaraguans?

Mr, HEFLIN, And when were we called on to have Ameri-
can boys Kkilled in order to save Nicaraguans?

Mr, SMOOT. I ask that the joint resolution go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT The joint resolution will be passed
over.

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 2679) to limit the period for which an officer
appointed with the advice and consent of the Senate may hold
over after his term shall have expired was announced as next
in order.

Mr. METCALY. I ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1263) to amend section 4 of the interstate com-
merce act was announced as next in order.

SEvERAL SENATORS. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

ANDREW W. MELLON

The joint resolution (S. Res, 173) expressing it as the sense
of the Senate that Andrew W. Mellon should resign as Secre-
tary of the Treasury was announced as next in order.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 ask that the resolution go over.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, was there objection to the
reconsideration of Senate Resolution 1737

Mr. SMOOT. 1 asked that it go over.

Mr. HARRISON. 1 notice that this resolution expresses it
as the sense of the Senate that Andrew W. Mellon should resign
as Secretary of the Treasury. I merely wish to call attention
of the Senate to the fact that if we are going to have action
upon this resolution we had better act on it before the 4th of
March, because we may not have an opportunity after that time
to take the action proposed.

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the resclution go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be passed over.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 1748) relating to the qualifications of jurors in
the Federal courts was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. I ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 3151) to limit the jurisdiction of district courts
of the United States was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. I ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.
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The bill (H. R. 8298) authorizing acquisition of a site for
the farmers produce market, and for other purposes, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. I ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 25) to declare the 11th day
of November, celebrated and known as Armistice Day, a legal
holiday was announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS, Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint resolution will be passed
over.

The bill (8. 1729) extending the classified civil service to in-
clude postmasters of the third class, and for other purposes, was
anncunced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE. 1 ask that that bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

FOREIGN TRADE ZONES IN UNITED STATES PORTS OF ENTRY

The bill (8. 742) to provide for the establishment, operation,
and maintenance of foreign trade zones in ports of entry of the
United States, to expedite and encourage foreign commerce, and
for other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 ask that that bill go over.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the
Recorp a resolution passed by the executive committee of the
Connecticut Chamber of Commerce in relation to the bill the
title of which ha# just been read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution is as follows:

It was voted: That the following resolution be passed and forwarded
to the Connecticut congr 1 delegation :

“ YWhereas there have been various bills, including calendar bill 729
and Senate bill 742, which bill is said to have the Indorsement of the
Treasury Department and the Department of Commerce, providing for

_the establishment, operation, and maintenance of foreign trade zones in
ports of entry of the United States, which trade zones are to be either
on Government land or on private land, and to be operated as private
monopolies, and for the purpose of allowing foreign merchandise to be
brought in and offered for sale, mixed, changed, repacked, without pay-
ment of duty, except such goods as are actun]ly offered for consumption :
Be it

« pegolved, That the executive committee of the Connecticut Chamber
of Commerce, composed of over 1,100 members representing all branches
of business, protests against the granting of such private monopolles,
and also against the Importation of merchandise to be offered for sale
in competition with American production without the payment of duty.”

Executive committee of the Connectlcut Chamber of Commerce:
BEdward N. Allen, vice president Sage-Allen & Co., Hartford ;
Stanley H. Bullard, vice president Bullard Machine Tool Co.,
Bridgeport ; John B. Byrne, vice president Hartford-Connecti-
cut Trust Co., Hartford; F. 8. Chase, president the Chase
Cos., Waterbury; Frank Cheney, jr., Cheney Bros., Bouth
Manchester ; Frank H. Johnston, president City Coal & Wood
Co., New Britain; James T. Moran, president Southern New
England Telephone Co., New Haven; Ernest E. Rogers,
Lientenant Governor of Connecticut ; Henry Trumbull, treas-
urer Trumbull Electric Manufacturing Co.,, Plainville.

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 1995) placing certain employees of the Burean of
Prohibition in the classified civil service, and for other purposes,
was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. I ask that the bill go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1215) for the relief of Helen F. Griffin was an-
nounced as next in order,

SeEvERAL SEnaTORS. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 2601) to amend the national prohibition act, as
amended and supplemented, was announced as next in order,

Mr. BRUCE. Over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

FPROPOSED NICARAGUAN CANAL

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 117) authorizing an investi-
gation and survey for a Nicaraguan canal was announced as
next in order.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I object, for the purpose of permitting
the Senator from New Jersey to make the motion which he
desires to make,

Mr. EDGE. I will say to the Senator from Michigan that

that procedure would, of course, afford him an opportunity to
make a speech at this time, if the motion should carry: but I
do not believe that the Senator really wants to objeect to the
joint resolution from that standpoint, because he certainly will
have an opportunity to make his speech during the morning, or,
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at any rate, during the day. So far as I have been able to
learn, and after considerable consultation with other Senators, T
think all objections to the joint resolution have been removed,
and I had hoped that it could be passed without objection,

Mr. VANDENBERG. Then, the motion to consider the
measure will promptly carry.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest to the Senator from
a\}%r Jersey that he do not make the motion under those con-

ons.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I assume that there is no

opposition to the joint resolution; so let the guestion be put.

Mr. EDGE. I hope that the Senator from Michigan will
withdraw his objection. I think that he is in favor of the joint
resolution,

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator from Michigan is entitled
to protect his parliamentary rights. He feels that he has a
matter to present to the Senate which is of fundamental impor-
tance, but the Senator from New Jersey has made it impos-
gible—and entirely within his right——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I call for the regular order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The regular order is ecalled for,
The Secretary will state the next bill on the ealendar,

The CHiEF CLErk. The next bill on the calendar is the bill
(8. 2097) to provide for the protection of the municipal water-
sheds within the national forests.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I will speak for a moment on
that bill,

Mr, President, before the regular order, I desire to reply to
the Senator from Michigan, especially when we have similar
interests in the measures now under discussion.

This joint resolution, in which I am interested as the chair-
man of the committee, as well as having made considerable
study of the subject, has been on the ecalendar since March 21,
almost a year. In fact, upon the request of Senators, usually
based upon interests other than the measure itself, I have post-
poned action at least five times. It does seem to me now that
the time has come when this very important joint resolution
should not be used as a vehicle to force or press some other
legislation ; and I appeal to the Senator from Michigan to with-
draw his objeetion, and permit the joint resolution to be passed
at this time.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, if the Senator from New Jersey
will permit me, I would suggest to the Senator from Michigan
that as soon as the cruiser bill is taken up he ean speak with-
out limit, and get into the debate a little later. He would only
have to wait until 2 o’clock anyhow.

Mr. MOSES. That is the voice of an expert, Mr. President.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the Senator from New
Jersey suggested that upon objection he would move to take up
this bill, which would permit a reasonable presentation of the
subject matter that I wish to present. If he desires to pursue
that course——

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. A parliamentary inguiry, Mr,
President.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I call for the regular order.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Order of Business No. 785, the
joint resolution of the Senator from New Jersey, having been
passed over, would a motion now be in order to take it up?

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is another measure before
the Senate. :

Mr. REED of Peunsylvania. Therefore, Mr. President, the
suggestion of the Senator from Michigan being inapplicable, T
ask unanimous consent that we revert to Order of Business 785,

Mr., ROBINSON of Arkansas. I object, Mr, President.

MUNICIPAL WATERSHEDS WITHIN NATIONAL FORESTS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, Is there objec-
tion to the consideration of Senate bill 2097, Order of Business
7017

Mr. BLEASE. Let it 2o over.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I wish the Senator would with-
hold his objection for a moment. This is a bill for which
the Interior Department has asked for a number of years. It
is of extreme importance to the people of the West, where
small towns are obtaining their water supply from forest reser-
vations. It simply empowers the Secretary of the Interior in
his discretion to protect those watersheds. If the Senator
realized the situation in many of our small communities near
these reservations, I think he would not object to the considera-
tion of the bill.

Mr, BLEASE. I have some important bills here, too; and the
Senator who is the author of this bill takes pleasure in
keeping them from coming up. I object.




1929

Mr. DILL. I am sorry the Senator objects on personal grounds
rather than the merits of the bill. i

Mr. BLEASE., When I am fought personally I am going to
fight back personally.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator
from Washington that I have asked the Department of Agri-
culture to suggest some limitation to the power vested in the
department under this bill; and I should feel compelled to ask
that it go over until that could be worked out.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection being made, the bill
will be passed over.

BILLS, ETC., PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 3458) to create the reserve division of the War
Department, and for other purposes, was announced as next in
order.

Mr. BLEASE and My, SMOOT. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1625) to fix the salaries of the members of the
Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE and Mr, BRUCE. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1945) to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide that the United States shall aid the States in the con-
struction of rural post roads, and for other purposes,” approved
July 11, 1916, and for other purposes, was announced as next in
order.

SEvERAL SEnAtors. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1718) to aunthorize the President to detail engi-
neers of the Bureau of Public Roads of the Department of
Agriculture to assist the governments of the Latin-American
Republics in highway matters was announced as next in order.

Mr. BAYARD. Let that go over.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I propose to introduce an
amendment limiting the time of service in any of the countries
proposed in the bill providing for detail of engineers to not
more than one year.

Mr. BAYARD. Is the Senator referring to Senate bill 17187
Mr. ODDIE. Yes.
Mr. BAYARD. I have objected to that bill, I may say to the

Senator, at the request of the junior Senator from Utah [Mr.
Kina], who can not be here to-day. He asked that I object to
its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1294) to suppress unfair and fraudulent prae-
tices in the marketing of perishable agricultural commodities in
interstate and foreign commerce was announced as next in
order.

Mr. COPELAND (and other Senators). Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1762) granting consent to the city and county of
San Francisco, State of California, its suecessors and assigns,
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Bay of
San Francisco from Rincon Hill to a point near the South Mole

of San Antonio Estuary, in the county of Alameda, in said |

State, was announced as next in order.

SeverAL SENATORS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bili (H. R. 391) to regulate the use of the Capitol Build-
ing and Grounds was announced as next in order.

SeveraL Sevators. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 2475) to create a prosperity reserve and to stabi-
lize industry and employment by the expansion of public works
during periods of unemployment and industrial depression was
announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SexATors. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (H. R. 11074) to promote the agriculture of the
United States by expanding in the foreign field the service now
rendered by the United States Department of Agriculture in
acquiring and diffusing useful information regarding agricul-
ture, and for other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. BAYARD. Let that go over,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 3089) to increase the efficiency of the Military
Establishment, and for other purposes, was announced as next
in order.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, that whole sub-
ject is now under consideration. I ask that this bill and the bill
that-I reported, when we reach it, shall both go over.

The VICHE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over,
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The bill (8. 4174) to establish a woman's bureau in the
Metropolitan Police Department of the Distriet of Columbia,
and for other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. PHIPPS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1749) providing for the development of hydroelec-
tric energy at Great Falls for the benefit of the United States
Government and the District of Columbia, was announced as
next in order. 3

SeveraL SexaTors. ILet that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 3874) authorizing appropriations of funds for
construction of a highway from Red Lodge, Mont., to the
boundary of the Yellowstone National Park near Cooke City,
Mont., was announced as next in order,

Mr. WARREN. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

HYDROELECTRIC POWER DEVELOPMENT ON INDIAN RESERVATIONS IN
ARIZONA

The bill (8. 8770) authorizing the Federal Power Commission
to issue permits and licenses om Fort Apache and White Moun-
tain Indian Reservations, Ariz., was considered as in Committee
of the Whole and was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Federal Power Commission is hereby au-
thorized, in its discretion, to issue permits and licenses in aecordance
with the Federal water power act for the development of hydroelectrie
power on Salt River within the Fort Apache and the White Mountain
or San Carlos Indian Reservations, Arlz.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senate very much.

MILTON LONGSDORF

The bill (H. R. 8988) for the relief of Milton Longsdorf was
congidered as in Commitiee of the Whole,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

BILLS, ETC., PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 11526) to authorize the construction of certain
naval vessels, and for other purposes, was announced as next in
order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. This bill is the unfinished business,
and will be passed over.

The bill (8. 3902) to provide books and educational supplies
free of charge to pupils of the public schools of the District of
Columbia, was announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 1900) to provide for the construction of a post
road and military highway from a point on or near the Atlantic
coast to a point on or near the Pacific coast, and for other pur-
poses, was announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over,

The bill (8. 3890) to amend section 5 of the act entitled “An
act nmaking appropriations for the service of the Post Office
Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and for
other purposes,” was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over,

The bill (8. 717) to provide for the deportation of certain
alien seamen, and for other purposes, was announced as next
in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (H. R, 12814) to increase the efficiency of the Air
Corps, was announced as next in order,

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask that that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The resolution (8. Res. 113) favoring a restriction of loans by
Federal reserve banks for speculative purposes, was announced
as next in order.

Mr. MOSES. -Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be passed over.

The resolution (8. Res. 159) to investigate the affairs and
management of the Federal Land and Intermediate Credit Bank
of Columbia, 8. C., was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE, Mr. President, there will not be time to discuss
this resolution adequately under the 5-minute rule. I there-
fore ask that it go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be passed over.
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The resolution (8. Res. 218) to investigate certain circum-
stances connected with the matter of additional tax assessments
upon Hen, James Couzens, was announced as next in order.

Severan SExators. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be passed over.

The bill (8. 3838) relating to the Distriet Court of the Canal
Zone was announced as next in order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas (and other Senators). Let that
g0 OVer.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (H. R. 9024) to authorize the appointment of stenog-
raphers in the courts of the United States and to fix their
duties and compensation was announced as next in order.

SEveERAL SENATORS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The biil (8. 4304) to provide for the storage for diversion of
the waters of the North Platte River and construction of the
Casper-Alcova reclamation project was announced as next in
order.

SeverAnL SensTors. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 4305) to provide for the storage for diversion of
the waters of the North Platte River and construction of the
Saratoga reclamation project was announced as next in order.

Mr, PHIPPS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (H. R. 5527) to prevent fraud, deception, or improper
practice in connection with business before the United States
Patent Office, and for other purposes, was announced as next in
order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over,

The bill (S. 3866) authorizing the appointment of H. P.
Milligan as a major of Infantry in the Regular Army was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania.
present.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over,

The bill (8. 668) amending section 1 of the interstate com-
meree act was announced as next in order.

Mr. FESS (and other Senators). Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 4411) to amend the United States cotton futures
act, approved Augnst 11, 1916, as amended, by providing for
the delivery of cotton tendered on futures contracts at certain
designated spot-cotton markets, by defining and prohibiting
manipulation, by providing for the designation of cotton-futures
exchanges, and for other purposes, was announced as next in
order.

Mr. FESS. Let that go over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HEALTH

The bill (8. 4518) to establish and operate a national insti-
tute of health, to create a system of fellowships in said insti-
tute, and to authorize the Government to accept donations for
use in ascertaining the cause, prevention, and cure of (disease
affecting human beings, and for other purposes, was announced
as next in order,

Mr. BAYARD. Let that go over.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will
withdraw his objection,

Let me say that this is a very important bill. It is a bill
to create a national institute of health. The purpose of it
is to have a systematic study made of the diseases affecting
human beings.

The measure is an absolutely altruistic one. It has the
unanimous support of the Public Health Service of the Treas-
ury Department, and of all the scientific institutions in the
country that know anything about it. I believe if the Senator
understood the measure he would not oppose it, especially in
view of the awful epidemic of influenza that is now sweeping
over this country.

Ten years ago we fried to fight influenza. We did not sue-
ceed. It killed thousands and hundreds of thousands of
people. To-day it is just as bad as it ever was, and we know
no more abont it than we did then. '

This bill gimply seeks, not to create a new department, not
to ereate a new bureau, but to carry on in a broader, better
way in the Public Health Service the investigation of the
diseases affecting human beings and causing so much sickness,
so much unhappiness, so much loss, millions of dollars of loss
every year.

If there is any good reason for fighting this bill, let us have
it; but I beg Senators not to object simply because they can

I ask that that go over for the
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object to this great measure, which has been on the ealendar
for a long time.

I hope the Senator from Delaware will withdraw his ob-
jection and allow this bill to be considered.

Mr., BAYARD. No, Mr. President, I will not withdraw my
objection, because I can truthfully say there are thousands of
institutions throughout this country which are pursuing the
same course of investigation that this particular institution
would pursue; and I am wholly unwilling for the Federal
Government to indulge in an absolutely unnecessary expense,
as I see it, when other institutions, not only in this country
but throughout the world, are carrying on the same work that
the Senator desires by this bill to impose upon the Federal
Government.

Mr, RANSDELL. Let me say to the Senator that we will co-
operate with those other institutions. They are all desirous
of having this bill passed. Their representatives have appeared
before the committee and given their testimony. We do not
interfere with them in the slightest degree; but we will secure
their cooperation, and we will cooperate with them.

Mr. SMOOT. I call for the regular order,

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I admit that there is no inter-
ference of any kind, but the proposed institute, as I see it, is
wholly nnnecessary, and I object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the bill
will be passed over.

Mr. RANSDELL subsequently said: Mr. President, in con-
nection with a statement which I made this morning with ref-
erence to the bill to establish a national institute of health, T
ask permission to have printed in the Recorp, following those
remarks, a letter from Mr, Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury,
addressed to the Senator from Washington [Mr., Joxes], chair-
man of the Committee on Commerce, dated the 21st instant,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAL in the chair). With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The letter is as follows:

JAxUaARY 21, 1929,
Hon., WesLEY L. JoXES,
Chairman Commiltee on Commerce, Uniled States Renate.

Dear Me. CHAIRMAN @ Reference is made to 8. 4518, which was intro-
duced in the Senate by Senator RAxsperin May 3, 1028, Its provisions
are as follows: Enlargement of the Hygienic Laboratory and change of
its name to the National Institute of Health; authorization of appro-
priations as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of the act:
acceptance of gifts to be used for the promotion of research; establish-
ment of fellowships in the institute ; appointment of scientists; utiliza-
tion of the facilities of the Institute by health authorities; and utiliza-
tion by the personnel of the institute of the facilities of other secientifie
institutions wherever logated.

The bill ag now prepared does not create any new bureans or new
commissions, but utilizes existing governmental machinery, In reality
it provides for orderly enlargement of the Hyglenic Laboratory and
aims to take advantage of its facilities for the training of scientific
workers. In order to be substantial this enlargement will necessarily
be gradusl, depending on available facllities and the ability to secure
properly trained personnel to carry on research,

The provision to create a system of fellowship Is one of the most
valuable parts of the bill. It will enable the National Institute of
Health to encourage men and women of marked proficiency to devote
their lives to the study of diseases of mankind. It will also supply
contacts among sclentific workers to collect and disseminate knowledge.

I am Impressed by the authorization for the oneonditional acceptance
of bequests for the promotlon of research. It should encourage private
contributions toward the study of health problems, and insure their

 wise nse for the solution of particular problems,

The principles of the bill bave been indorsed by the leading sclentifie
socleties and many prominent scientists and physiciang. These prin-
ciples are meritorions, and I believe thelr enactment Into law would be
highly beneficial, in the promotion of research and the saving of life,

It may be added that the Bureau of the Budget advises that the pro-
posed legislation is not in conflict with the financial program of the
President.

Yours very truly, A. W. MELLON,

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 872) to standardize bales of cotton and requiring
sale of cotton by the true net weight of bale was announced as
next in order,

Mr. MOSES (and other Senators). Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair).
The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 2309) to amend the interstate commerce act in
respect of certificates of public convenience and necessity was
aunounced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE. Let that go over.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 144) relating to the manufac-
ture of stamped envelopes was announced as next in order.

SEvERAL SgxaTors, Let that go over,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be
passed over.

The joint resolution (S, J. Res, 35) to amend section 3 of the
joint resolution entitled *Joint resolution for the purpose of
promoting efficiency, for the utilization of the resources and
industries of the United States, etc.,” approved February S,
1928, was announced as next in order.

Mr. MOSES. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be
passed over,

SUPREME COURT REPORTS FOR COURT OF CUSTOMS APPEALS

The bill (H. R. 9049) to amend section 227 of the Judicial
Code was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Mr. President, may I inquire of the junior
Senatpr from Wisconsin [Mr, BrAing], who reported this bill,
as to the particular manner in which it amends the section of
the code referred to?

Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President, under the present law the
Attorney General has held that he has no authority to furnish
copies of the United States Supreme Court Reports to the Court
of Customs Appeals.

Mr. BRATTON.
discmssed, then?

Mr. BLAINE. Yes. It is simply to furnish that court with
copies of the Supreme Court Reports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There heing no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The bill was reported to the Senate withont amendment,
ordered to a third readiug, read the third time, and passed.

BILLE PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 4570) to authorize alterations and repairs to
certain naval vessels was announced as next in order.

Mr. NORRIS. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 4572) to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to
proceed with the construction of certain public works, and for
other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr, MOSES. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

GRAZING FACILITIES WITHIN NATIONAL FORESTS

The bill (8. 2328) to promote the development, protection, and
utilization of grazing facilities within national forests, and for
other purposes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let that go over.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold his
objection for a moment? I desire to say that this bill has
been on the calendar for some time. The questions involved
have been given very serious study over a period of years, and
the Department of Agriculture is in accord with the main pur-
poses of the bill, The only difference between the department
and the committee at the present time, as far as I am aware,
is the question of the fees to be charged for grazing stock in
the pational forests. That is a debatable question, of course,
but the department is to-day collecting at least four or five
times the cost of the administration in the national forests.

The stock industry to-day is in suoch condition that it is
asking for relief as a part and feature of farm relief. My
own feeling has been for some time that the grazing fees that
have been charged over a period of years are as high as they
should be, or at least that no advances should be made at the
present time. If the department were to carry out its proposed
program within the next two or three years, the rates now
charged would be almost doubled, and I submit that the indus-
try is not in position to stand that additional charge at the
present time.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have written some constituents
in regard to this bill and am awaiting a reply.

Mr. PHIPPS. I wanted to make the statement I have made
so that the Senate would be informed, because at an early date
I desire to bring the bill up for consideration in the regular
way.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I would like
to make a suggestion to the Senator. It would seem to me
that such a bill would be difficult of administration. It pro-
vides for the free grazing of livestock kept for domestic pur-
poses. It seems to me that under it there would devolve upon
the department the obligation of determining that the livestock
permiited free grazing were kept for domestic purposes,

This is the bill which the Senator and I
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection, the bill will
be passed over.
INCREASES OF POSTAL BALARIES

The bill (H. R. 5837) to increase the salaries of certain
postmasters of the first class was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE. Let that go over.

Mr, MOSES. Mr. President, will not the Senator withhold
the objection?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator withhold
his objection?

Mr. BLEASE. Yes, Mr. President.

Mr. MOSES. This measure, as will be seen from the nota-
tion on the calendar, is a House bill upon a subject which
was considered by the Senate Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads and upon which the committee made a unanimons
report. BEvidently, when the substitntion was made of the
House bill for the Senate bill which was upon the calendar, -
the report accompanying the Senate bill was not left with the
House bill as it stands on the calendar; but, briefly, the cir-
cumstances are these:

In the course of the legislation of February 28, 1925, revising
the salaries of postal employees, the first-class postmasters were
the only persons in the Postal Service who did not benefit by
the legislation. With the growih of the postal business, espe-
cially of the firsi-class offices, it has seemed to the committee
that an injustice was done to those men in that grade of the
service,

The bill now on the calendar coming over from the House is
a much more economical bill, 1 will say to the Senate, than that
which the Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads
recommended, and the House bill represents, I think, a much
more extended set of hearings on the subject than the Senate
committee was able to give.

Both committees being in favor of the principle involved in
the measure, the question was what schedule of salaries could
be agreed upen, and while the schedule provided in the House
bill is not as generous or as extensive as that provided in the
Senate bill, it seemed, in order to advance the legislation, that
the proper method was to substitute the House bill when it came
over to the Senate, and now reaching it on the calendar, I hope
Senators will not object to it.

Mr. EDGE. My, President, is it not also a fact that the Sen-
ate at a previous session passed a bill providing for salaries
substantially as they were fixed in the Senate bill which the
Post Office Committee later reported favorably? In other words,
this legislation has passed the Senate?

Mr. MOSES. The essential features of the bill as reported
from the Senate committee in the present Congress were con-
tained in a bill passed in the Sixty-ninth Congress and sent
over to the House, but which there failed of action.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, at the request of the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Kinag] I am compelled to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will go over.

TRAVEL PAY TO CERTAIN BOLDIERS

The bill (8. 1513) granting fravel pay and other allowances
to certain soldiers of the Spanish-American War and the Philip-
pine insurrection who were discharged in the Philippines was
announced as next in order.

Mr. DILL. I object. Y

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over
under objection.

Mr. FRAZIER rose.

Mr. DILL., I am objecting to the bill at the request of the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixe], I may say. Personally, I
have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection, the bill will
be passed over.

FIFTEENTH AND SUBSEQUENT CENSUSES

The bill (H. R. 393) to provide for the fifteenth and sube-
quent decennial censuses was announced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I have a very important amend-
ment on the table relating to that bill, and it would be im-
posgible to discuss my amendment at any length of time the
Senate would tolerate now, I am sure.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the delay in passing this legis-
lation is interfering with the work of the Census Bureau, and
I hope the Senator from Maryland will arrange at an early
date for a consideration of the measure, When I was Director
of the Census Mr. Steuart, the present director, was associated
with me in that work, and he is one of the most efficient public
officials I have known, Congress should pass this measure
without delay.

Mr. BRUCE. I am ready to take the amendment up at any
time at all. I have not the slightest desire to obstruct the
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passage of the bill.  On the contrary, I would like to promote
and accelerate the passage of the bill, but this amendment I
lhave offered is one which will take some time to discuss.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection, the bill will
be passed over.
IMMIGRATION QUOTAS

The bill (8. 1437) to subject certain immigrants, born in
countries of the Western Hemisphere, to the quota under the
immigration laws was anounced as next in order.

Mr, PHIPPS, Let the bill go over.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from Colo-
rado will withdraw his objection to the consideration of this
bill. It has been unanimously reported by the committee, and
is recommended by the American Federation of Labor, the
American Legion, the Women's Aunxiliary of the American Le-
gion, and many other patriotic organizations. I hope the Sena-

“tor will not object to the consideration of this measure. It is
a matter of the greatest importance to the entire country.

Mr., PHIPPS. I regret that I must insist upon my objection.
I would like very much to discuss the matter with the Senator,

Mr. HARRIS. I give notice that I will move to take this
measure up at the earliest opportunity, and will urge its pas-
sage without delay.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection, the bill will
be passed over.

LEMUEL SIMPSON

The hill (8. 2192) for the relief of Lemuel Simpson was con-
sidered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That in the administration of the pension laws
and laws conferring rights and privileges upon honorably discharged
soldiers, their widows and dependent relatives, Lemuel Simpson, late
private of Company C, Black Hawk Regiment Cavalry, Missouri Volun-
teers, and late corporal and second sergeant of Company K, Fifty-fifth
Regiment Indiana Volunteers, shall be held and considered to have
been honorably discharged from the military service of the United
States as a member of said Company C, Black Hawk Regiment Cavalry,
Missouri Volunteers: Provided, That no back pay, pension, bounty, or
other emoluments shall sicerue prior to the passage of this act.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

PENSIONS AND INCREASE OF PENSIONS

The bill (H. R. 14800) granting pensions and increase of
pensions to certain soldiers, sailors, and marines of the Civil
War and certain widows and dependent children of soldiers,
gailors, and marines of said war, was considered as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, The bill had been reported from the
Committee on Pensions with amendments.

The first amendment was, on page 27, after line 17, to strike
out:

The name of Sarah E. Chandler, former widow of John H. Arbuckle,
late of Company I, Seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 36, after line 15, to strike
out:

The name of SBarah E. Anderson, widow of John Anderson, late of
Company K, Fifty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 37, after line 12, to strike
out:

The name of Matilda Misener, widow of Jasper R. Misener, late of
Company B, Forty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 52, after line 18, to strike
out:

The name of Mary E. Rankin, widow of William Rankin, late of Com-
pany B, One hundred and rarry-q.eventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volun-
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in
lieu of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 53, after line 2, to strike
out:

The name of Missourl F. S8anders, widow of Willlam G, Sanders, late
of Company A, Second Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and
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pay her a pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is
now recelving,

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 53, after line 6, to strike
ount:

The pame of Adaline B, Shiers, widow of Caleb H. Shiers, late of
Company H, First Regiment Ohlo Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 53, after line 10, to strike
out:

The name of Mary E. 8mall, widow of William P. Small, late of Com-
pany I, Thirty-sixth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and Company G,
Sixteenth Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, and pay her a pension at
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she Is now recelving,

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 53, after line 23, to strike
out:

The name of Mary M. Wilson, widow of Scott Wilson, late of Com-
pany D, Twenty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

'fhe next amendment was, on page 67, after line 8, to strike
out:

The name of Anna Blue, widow of George Blue, late of Company B,
Twenty-third Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 67, after line 12, to strike
out:

The name of Louisa Reeves, widow of Oliver J. Reeves, late of Com-
pany B; Ninety-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

'fhe next amendment was, on page 91, after line 10, to strike
out:

The name of Sarah M. Ferguson, widow of Edgar Ferguson, late of
Company K, Twentieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 92, after line 17, to strike
out:

The name of Alice J. MeClelland, widow of Alfred J. McClelland, late
of Company K, Eighty-sixth Regiment, and Company H, One hundred
and thirty-fifth Regiment, Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed fo.

%"I:e next amendment was, on page 95, after line 9, to strike
out:

The name of Alice M. Simmons, widow of Lester A. Simmons, late o2
Company A, One hundred and twelfth Regiment New York Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien
of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

'itEhe next amendment was, on page 96, after line 22, to strike
oat:

The name of Annie Donley, widow of John Donley, late of Company
K, One hundred and fifty-fourth Regiment New York Volunteer Infan-
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that
she is now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 112, after line 17, to strike
ouf :

k The name of Orinda Carson, widow of Samuel 8. Carson, late of Com-
pany H, Fifth Regiment Iowe Velunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now recelving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 114, after line 23, to strike
out:

The name of Laura M. Kendig, widow of Henry B. Kendig, late of
Company H, Twenty-first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, on page 115, after line 12, to strike
out:

The name of Luticia Seibert, widow of Adam Seibert, late of Com-
panies I and A, Forty-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteeyr Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $560 per month In lieu of that she
is now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to
The next amendment was, on page 118, after line 11, to strike
ouf:

The name of Eliza Parke, widow of James C. Parke, late of Com-
pany A, One hundred and forty-second Regiment New York Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu
of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 121, after line 4, to strike
out:

The pame of Hattle McEeehen, widow of David A. McKeehen, late
of Company 1, Third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay ber a
pension at the' rate of §40 per mouth in lleu of that she s now
recelving.,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 125, after line 8, to strike
out:

The name of Theressa P. Hardy, widow of Henry H. Hardy, late of
Company H, Forty-first Regiment Illinols Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
recelving.

The amendment was agreed to

The next amendment was, on page 145, after line 13, to strike
out:

The name of Amelia A. Green, widow of Edward J. Green, late of
Company A, Thirteenth Reglment New York Volunteer Infaniry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed

The next amendment was, on page 173, after line 19, to strike
out :

The name of Catharine T. M. Bachman, widow of Martin V. B. Bach-
man, late of Companies B and E, One hundred and seventh Regiment
New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of
$50 per month in lien of tbat she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to,
The next amendment was, on page 189, after line 20, to strike
out:

The name of Ernestine Roberts, widow of Palmer W. Roberts, late
hospital steward, United States Army, Civil War, and pay her a pen-
gion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 197, after line 4, to strike
out:

The name of America Pilchard, widow of John Pilchard. Inte of Com-
pany C, One hundred and fortieth Regiment Ohip Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 211, after line 4, to strike
out?

The name of Ollie E. Carnaghan, widow of Archibald Carnaghan, late
of Company I, Beventh Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to,
The next amendment was, on page 222 after line 22, to strike
out:

The name of Alice T. Cantwell, widow of Michael Cantwell, late of
Company K, Thirty-fourth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lien of that she
is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 223, after line 2, to strike
ont:

The name of Sarah Henry, widow of William H. Henry, late of Com-
pany K, Thirty-third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pénsion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, at the top of page 228, to sirike
out:

The name of Mary J. Bunker, widow of Charles A. Bunker, late of
Company B, Eighty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is
now receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 234, after line 21, to
strike out:

The name of Mary Rogier, widow of Lambert Rogier, late of Company
(, Ninety-third Regiment Indiana Velunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 235, after line 12, to
sfrike out:

The name of Julia E. Leming, widow of Taylor Leming, late of
Company I, Eleventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $40 per month in liem of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 240, after line 16, to
strike out:

The name of Minnie A. Bennett, widow of John W. Bennett, late
of Comfpany D, Fifteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of £50 per month in lien of that she is now
recelving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 264, after line 14, to
strike out:

The name of Susan V. Cornell, widow of Thomas Cornell, late of
Company I, Tenth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 265, after line 13, to
strike out:

The name of Catherine McDermitt, widow of Francis B. McDermitt,
late of Company D, Sixth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she
is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 266, after line 9, to strike
out:

The name of Margaret B. Parker, widow of Thomas Parker, late of
Company H, First Regiment Maryland Volunteer Cavalry, and Company
K, First Regiment Potomae Home Brigade, Maryland Volunteer Cavalry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that
she i3 now recelving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 274, after line 2, to strike
out :

The name of Ellen Russell, widow of Corydon Russell, late of Com-
pany D, *Forty-second Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $560 per month in MHeu of that she is nuw
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, at the top of page 283, to strike out:

The name of Anna E. Doty, widow of Orrin E. Doty, late of Company
H, First Regiment United States Volunteer Sharp Shooters, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 289, after line 3, to sirike
out:

The name of Sarah A. Briggs, widow of George D. Briggs, late of
Company A, Forty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and Com-
pany G, Sixth Regiment United States Veteran Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in llen of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 293, after line 11, to strike
out :

The name of Mary Bruce, widow of William H. Bruce, late of Com-
pany I, One hundred and forty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of
that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, on page 306, after line 16, fo strike
out:

The name of Sarah E. Hampton, former widow of Merriman Wayman,
late of Company H, Thirty-seventh Regiment Kentucky Mounted In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of
that she is now received.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 337, after line 20, to strike
out :

The name of Martha L. Palmer, widow of Thomas P. Palmer, late of
Company G, Twelfth Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 338, after line 8, to strike
out:

The name of Dianna Ricketts, widow of Thomas W. Ricketts, late
of Company €, Thirty-fourth Regiment Iowa Velunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 345, after line 23, to strike
out: z

The name of Martha Schmelzle, former widow of Conrad Horn, late of
Company A, Seventh Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she i=
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to,

The next amendment was, on page 361, after line 16, to strike
out:

The name of Diantha Dean, widow of George Dean, late of Company
H, First Regiment New York Dragoons, Nineteenth Cavalry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lien of that she is now
recelving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 383, after line 14, to
strike out:

The name of Ellen Bott, widow of George L. Bott, late of Company H,
Thirty-seventh Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 394, after line 4, to strike
out:

The name of Barah Howe, widow of Joel W. Howe, late of Company
C, One hundred and fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pemsion at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is
now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 401, after line 15, to strike
out:

The name of Henrietta Btackpole, widow of Willlam T. Stackpole,
late of Fifteenth Battery Massachusetts Volunteer Light Artillery, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now reeceiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 403, after line 5, to strike
out:

I'ne name of Ruth A, Hazzard, widow of Robert C, Hazzard, late of
Company A, Ninth Regiment Delaware Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 414, after line 6, to strike
out:

The name of Sarah J. Roop, widow of Amos Roop, late of Company
K, Seventh Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at
the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now reeeiving.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next anrendment was, on page 416, after line 12, to
strike out :

The name of Sarah E, Hartley, widow of Willinm H, Hartley, late of
Seventh Battalion Indiana Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 444, line 8, after the words
“widow of,” to strike out *Joseph " and insert “ Johmn,” so as
to read:
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The name of Carrie A. Speck, widow of John P. Speck, late of Com-
pany M, First Regiment Potomac Home Brigade Maryland Volunteer
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of
that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 459, after line 22, to
strike out:

The name of Clara L. Dawson, widow of Theobald M. Dawson, late of
Company D, Eighty-fourth Regiment, and Company H, Fifty-seventh
Regiment, Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at
the rate of $30 per month.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 461, after line T, to
strike out :

The name of Roberta Salter, former widow of Samuel G. Abercrombie,
late of Company 1. One humdred and fortieth Regiment Indiana Volun-
teer Infantry, snd pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The amendment was agreed to.
The next anendment was, on page 463, affer line 13, to
strike out: .

The name of Martha Jane Kendrick, widow of John F. Kendrick, late
of Company K, First Regiment Nebraska Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to,
The next amendment was, on page 470, after line 14, to strike
out:

The name of Beckie E. Hyman, widow of John A. Hyman, late of
Company K, Seventy-cighth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The amendnient was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 478, after line 4, to strike
out :

The name of Elizabeth Jones, widow of Nélson Jones, late of Company
C, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $70 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving : Provided, That in the event of the death of Clarence W.
Jones, helpless and dependent son of said Elizabeth and Nelson Jones,
the additional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: And
provided further, That in the event of the death of Elizabeth Jones,
the name of said Clarence W. Jones shall be placed on the pension
roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, at
the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death of sald
Elizabeth Jones,

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 490, after line 20, to strike
out :

The name of Ellen O'Neill, widow of James O'Neill, late private,
United States Marine Corps, Civil War, and pay her a pension at the
rate of $50 per month In lien of that she is now receiving.

The amendment was agreed fo.
The next amendment was, on page 517, after line 17, to strike
out:

The name of Catherine K. Russell, widow of John W. Russell, late of
Company C, Sixty-first Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The amendment was agreed to. :

The next amendment was, on page 518, after line 23, to insert:

The name of Esmeralda Celeste Adams, former widow of Albert H.
Buttrick, late of the United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the
rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Anna Lenau, widow of Gustay Lenau, late of Battery A,
First Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lien of that she Is now
receiving,

The name of Julin L. McGoven, widow of Patrick McGoven, late of
Company F, Thirteenth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Calista E. Clary, widow of Cornelius C. Clary, late of
Company A, Ninth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $30 per month, :

The name of Christine Klump, widow of Ferdinand EKlump, late of
Company B, Eighth Provisional Enrolled Missouri Militia, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Joseph H. Peterson, late of the United States Military
Corps, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month.

The name of Amelia Bee, widow of Joel Bee, late of Company M,
Sixth Regiment Virginia Infantry, and Battery A, First Regiment Vir-
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ginia Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at tbe rate of
$40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Ida M. Knox, widow of Alonzo Knox, late of Company
F, Fourth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $40 per month in liem of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Ginevra Miller, widow of William H. Miller, late of
Company A, First Regiment Mississippi Infantry, and Company K,
Thirty-fifth Regiment Missourl Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen-
slon at the rate of $50 per month In leu of that she is now receiving,

The name of Emma Howsmon, widow of Willlam H. Howsmon, late
of Company B, Ninety-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving. 3

The name of Louise Lee Cunningham, former widow of Phillp McD.
Lee, late of Company H, One hundred and sixth Regiment Pennsylvania
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month
in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Jennie Gabelman, widow of Charles E. Gabelman, late of
Company A, Forty-fifth Hegiment Iowa Volunteers, and pay her a pen-
glon at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Susa A. Jones, widow of Noah D. Jones, late of Com-
pany A, Eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen-
gion at the rate of §40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Nancy E, Lindsey, widow of Leander B. Lindsey, late
of Company H, Third Regiment Missouri State Militia Volunteer Cavalry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving. -

The name of Katherine French, widow of Asa K. T. French, late of
Company F, Eleventh Regiment Ohlo Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she Is now
recelving,

The name of Nellie R. Goodman, helpless daughter of John R. Smith,
late of Company A, One hundred and fortieth Regiment Indiana Volun-
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $§20 per month.

The name of Annie P. Mercer, widow of John A. Mercer, late of Com-
pany K, Thirteenth Regiment Tennessee Cavalry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $50 per month in llea of that she is now receiving.

The name of Mary F, Gross, widow of Lorenzo Gross, late of Com-
pany H, Tenth Regiment United States Infantry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Emma Moore, widow of Richard Moore, late of Com-
‘pany 1, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $560 per month in lieu of that she s now
. regeiving.

The name of Harriet Turk, widow of Henry W. Turk, late of
Company D, Ninety-sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Annie M. Gibson, widow of James 8. Gibson, late of
Company H, One bundred and eleventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of §30 per month.

The name of Martha Ellen Pierpont Jenks, widow of Orrin Jenks, jr.,
Iate of Military Telegraph Corps of the United States Army, Civil War,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Sarah A. Hunt, widow of Lewis W. Hunt, late of
Company D, Twenty-second Regiment Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lien of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Mary C. Frazler, widow of William Frazier, late of
Company C, Beventh Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $560 per month in leu of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Anna B, Dean, widow of George W. Dean, late of
Battery E, First Regiment Rhode Island Light Artillery, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Anna 8, Bennett, widow of Nelson P. Bennett, late of
Battery C, First Regiment Rhode Island Light Artillery, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is mow
recelving,

The name of Mary E. Jefferson, widow of Henry H. Jefferson, late
of Company H, First Reglment Iowa Cavalry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Arminda Harlan, widow of Joseph Harlan, late of
Company H, Forty-seventh Regiment Illinols Infantry, and pay her
a penslon at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
recelving.

The name of Mary V. Doyle, widow of James Doyle, late of Com-
pany A, One hundred and twentieth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien
of that she is now receiving.

The name of Ella I, Fisher, widow of Henry P. Fisher, late of
Company B, Fifth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay

her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lien of that she is now.

receiving.
The mname of Emma Armstrong, widow of George Armstrong, late
of Company 1. Bixty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
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pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, to commence from
the date of the approval of omnibus bill B. 2800, approved May 3,
1928,

The name of Cordie Vincent, widow of Noah Vincent, late of Com-
pany B, Eleventh Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Jennie E. Drake, widow of James E. Drake, late of
Battery F, Third Regiment New York Light Artillery, and pay her &
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Julia T. Goodhue, widow of Henry T. Goodhue, late
of Captain Chandler's company, New Hampshire National Guard
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Florence E. Wilbur, widow of Orson E. Wilbur, late
of Company C, One hundred and eighteenth Regiment Illinois Infan-
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of
that she is now receiving.

The name of Sarah Kenyon, widow of Charles S. Kenyon, late of
Company F, Third Regiment Rhode Island Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $20 per month. : 2

The name of Lillia M. Gallier, former widow of Willlam H. Collier,
late of Company —, United States Marlne Corps, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in Hem of that she is now
recelving. &

The name of Henrietta M. Bull, widow of Stephen Bull, late of Com-
pany €, One hundred and eighty-sixth Regiment New York Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of §20 per month,

The pame of Paulina Williams, widow of Lloyd Williams, late of
Company H, Seventh Regiment West Virginia Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Ruth Wyman, widow of Martin V. B. Wyman, late of
Company H, Tenth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month until 60 years of age
and £30 per month thereafter,

The name of Lucy Hoss Guffin, helpless child of Ross Guffin, late of
Company G, Fifty-second Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $20 per month.

The name of Charles H. McCoy, helpless child of Josiah B. McCoy,
late of Headquarters Company, Eighteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer
Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month.

The name of Rachel Featherston, former widow of William Surber,
late of Company F, Forty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

. The name of Busan I. Brown, widow of George E. Brown, late of
Company H, Fifth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Maggie Albert, widow of Alexander Albert, late of Com-
pany I, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per memth in lieuw
of that she is now receiving.

The name of Emelie Sippel, former widow of Henry Hippel, late of
Company K, Thirty-sixth Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The name of Fannle D. Abbotft, widow of Benjamin F. Abbott, late
of Company B, Thirteenth Regiment Ohlo Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Margaret Treadway, widow of Joseph Treadway, late of
Company 1, Fifty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now
recelving,

The name of Martha A. Mohler, former widow of Jeremiah Horn-
back, late of Company A, Forty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The pname of Mary E. Brown, widow of Jeseph E. Brown, late of
Company K, Tenth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Mary A. Blue, former widow of Rolla Hofsteater, late
of Company I, Nipety-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Ella L. Anderson, helpless child of James W. Benham,
late of Company G, Eightieth Regiment Indlana Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. =

The name of Mary A. Long, widow of Alfred R. Long, late of Com-
pany K, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $30 per month. =

The name of Annie Robins, widow of George W. Robins, late of Capt.
John R. Cochran’s Six-months Enrolled Missouri Militia, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Eila Reynolds, widow of Clark Reynolds, late of Com-
pany C, First Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Rella M. Lasater, widow of Absalom A. Lasater, late
of Company K, Seventy-first Regiment INlinois Volunteer Infantry, and
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pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is
now receiving,

The name of Sallie C. Driscoll, widow of Cornelius Driscoll, late of
Company B, Eighth Regiment United States Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lHeun of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Louise A, Sefert, widow of Henry Sefert, late of Com-
pany F, Thirty-second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and
pay her a pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The name of Angelina Naper, widow of Jerome P. Naper, late of
Company F, Eighth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Julin A. Singer, widow of George W. Singer, late of
Company I, Thirty-seventh Regiment United States Colored Volunteer
Iofantiry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien
of that she i= now receiving.

The name of Justine M. Thrift, widow of William H. Thrift, late of
Company D, Sixteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lHeu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Roberta M. Bukey, widow of John 8, Bukey, late of
Company D, Eleventh Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Elizabeth White, widow of Francis H. White, alias
Frederick F. Clifton, late of Company D, Thirteenth Regiment Illinois
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per
month in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Mary J. Stites, widow of William C. Stites, late first
lieutenant and adjutant, IDinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Alma M. Schribner, widow of Prentiss 8. Scriber, late
of Company B, Tenth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Rpsa A. Hall, widow of Nelson B. Hall, late of Com-
pany H, Seventh Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $— per month in lleu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of James R. Brown, late of the Telegraph Corps, Civil
War, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month.

The name of Susannah E. Tennison, widow of David Tennison, late
of Company B, Phelps's regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of William B. Haring, late of John 8, Crain's regiment
Missourl Militina, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month.

The name of Virginia Whitehead, widow of James W. Whitehead,
late of Company F, Fourteenth Regiment Missouri State Volunteer
Militia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month
in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Ella Gleason, widow of Benjamin C. Gleason, late of
Battery B, First Regiment Vermont Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Abbie A. Abbott, late of Company E, Fifth Regi-
ment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the
rate of §£50 per month in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Harriett Lemmons, widow of Jacob Lemmons, late of
Company G, Thirty-third Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Ellen F. Richards, widow of Thomas A. Richards, late
of Company —, commissary sergeant, First Regiment Rhode Island
Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a penslon at the rate of £50 per month
in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Clara Bell Mathews, widow of Willlam J. Mathews,
late of Company —, United States Military Telegraphers Corps, dur-
ing the Clvil War, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Martha Eldora Arnett, former widow of Lindley Arnett,
late of Company K, Forty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a peusion at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Eliza F. Moran, widow of Alexander Moran, late of
Company G, Seventy-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Martha H. Irwin, widow of John M. Irwin, late of
Company A, Twenty-second Regiment Ilinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $350 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Lizzie W. Averill, widow of William R, Averill, Inte of
Company I, Twenty-eighth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay
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her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Clara H. Morgan, widow of Albert W. Morgan, late
of Company H, Thirteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is
now receiving,

The name of Sarah H. Morton, widow of Mark Pease Morton, late of
Company A, Ninth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Hattie L. Cram, widow of Leander H. Cram, late of
Company E, Thirtieth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Rosa Gately, widow of Thomas Gately, late of Com-
pany I, Twelfth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of £40 per month in licu of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Julia Churchill, widow of James F. Churchill, Iate of *
Company D, Eighth Regiment California Volunteer Infantry, and pay
ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Absolom B. Colkitt, helpless and dependent child of
Alexander Colkitt, late of Company B, Seventy-fourth Regiment Penn-
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20
per month,

The name of Jennie Waldron, widow of Samuel C. Waldron, late of
Company A, Twenty-seventh Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Georgie E. Keenan, widow of Samuel R. Keenan, late
of Company A, First Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The name of Minna L. Waldron, widow of Henry O, Waldron, late of
Company C, Fourteenth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Mary Sheridan, widow of James Sheridan, late of
Company K, Eleventh Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in leu of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Julia F. Pease, widow of Francis Pease, late of
Company I, Sixteenth Regiment Connecticut Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The name of A, K. V. Hull late of United States Military Teleg-
raphers Corps of Civil War, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50
per month,

The name of Sarah €. Kikendall, widow of John 8. Kekendall, late of
Company D, One hundred and fourteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of
that she is now receiving.

The name of Annie Eliza Wilson, widow of William Joseph Wilson,
late of Company K, Fifth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Elizabeth Kidd, widow of James Kidd, late of Unassigned
Twenty-second Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of SBara F. Waid, widow of George A. Waid, late of Com-
pany C, One hundred and seventeenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Ellen Sullivan, widow of Michael Sullivan, late of Com-
pany M, Seventh Regiment Missouri State Militia Cavalry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Laura B. Pogue, widow of John W. Pogue, late of Com-
pany E, Tenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in llen of that she is now
receiving. :

The name of Clarence W. Jones, helpless son of Nelson Jones, late of
Company C, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regiment Indiana
and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lien of that he
is now receiving.

The name of Walter Hawkins, helpless child of Wesley Hawkins, Inte
of Company F, One hundred and forty-sccond Regiment Illinois Infantry,
and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month.

The name of Margaret E. Speed, widow of Sidney A.
the BRighteenth Independent Battery, Regiment
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $£30 per
of that she is now receiving.

The name of Fredericka 8. Albee, widow of George E. Albee, late of
Company G, First Regiment United States Sharpshooters, and pay her a
pengion at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving,

Speed, late of
Indinna Light
month in lieu
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to commence May 24, 1928, inadvertently left out of bill approved last
gession.

The name of Debbie Beebe, widow of Byrum N. Beebe, late of Com-
pany D, Twelfth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay her &
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re-
eceiving. *

The name of Henrlett B. Doak, former widow of James C. McDowell,
late of Company F, First Regiment Ohio Heavy Artillery, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lMen of that she is now re-
celving.

The name of Coral Mahr, helpless child of John M. Mahe, late of
Troop A, Seventh Regiment Tlinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $20 per month,

The name of Edith Vanforth, widow of George O. Vanforth, late of
Company B, Fourteenth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $§50 per month in liem of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Sarah A. Huffaker, widow of Lewis A. Huffaker, late of
Captain Smith’s company, Utah Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Sarah T, Wilburn, widow of James M. Wilburn, late of
Company D, Sixty-third Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay her a pen-
sion at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Clarissa Jane Snider, widow of Francis M. Snider, late
of Captain Thomason's Stoddard and Dunklin Counties company Missouri
Volunteer Militia, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Emily J. Martin, widow of Albert J. Martin, Jate of
Capt. John R. Cochrans’s company, 8ix Months Enrolled Missouri Militia,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Elizabeth Hahs, widow of Henry Hahs, late of Captain
Tackes’s company, Six Months Enrolled Missouri Militia, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Annie Benton, widow of Calvin R, Benton, late of the
Twenty-first Battery, Indiana Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Lydia A. Hunt, widow of Aquilla Hunt, late of Troop L,
First Regiment West Virginia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate
of $30 per month.

The name of Ida Annette Dixon, widow of Edward H, Dixon, late of
Company F, Sixtieth Regiment Massachungetts Militla Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in licu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Nancy J, Graves, widow of Thomas J. Graves, late of
Troop I, First Regiment Kentucky Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she Is now receiving.

The name of Melissa F. Morris, widow of Walter M. Morris, late of
Troop E, Third Regiment West Virginia Cavalry, and pay ber a pension
at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now receiving,

The name of Nannie G. Cook, widow of Terry T. Cook, late of Com-
pary I, One hundred and seventy-fifth Regiment Ohio Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Emeline Riddle, widow of Joseph C. Riddle, late of Troop
J, First Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Clarissa M. Heaston, former widow of John McKinney,
late of Company A, Third Regiment United States Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that ghe iz now
receiving,

The name of Ada Beecher, widow of Jacob 8. Beecher, late of the
TUnited States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per
month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Emma D. Walker, widow of Samuel C, Walker, late of
Company E, Twelfth Regiment West Virginia Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Margaret A, Carey, widow of Thomas B. Carey, late of
Company H, Bixteenth Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay ber a pen-
gion at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she iz now receiving,

The name of Lydia F. Smith, widow of Dudley F. Smith, late of
Company B, Twelfth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of £50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Emma B. Patterson, widow of Ancil H. Patterson, late
of Company C, Eighth Regiment I1linois Infantry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Silas N. Todd, alias Newton J. Todd, late of Company D,
One hundred and fifty-sixth Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay him a
pension at the rate of $50 per month.

The name of Lizzie E. Kizer, widow of James Kizer, Iate of Troop
F, First Regiment Illinois Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of
$30 per month.

The name of Emily Fisher, helpless child of William J. Fisher, late of
Companies B and D, Seventh Regiment Massachusetts Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is
now reeeiving,

The name of Julia A. Parsons, widow of George C. Parsons, late of
Battery G, First Regiment New Hampshire Heavy Artillery, and pay her
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a pension at the rate of $50 per month In len of that she iz now
receiving.

The name of Frances M. Tripp, widow of John W, Tripp, late of Com-
pany C, Fifth Regiment Rhode Island Infantry, and pay her a pension-
at the rate of $40 per month in Heu of that she I8 now receiving.

The name of Elizabeth E. Harriman, former widow of Josiah D. Hines,
late of Company C, Seventeenth Regiment United States Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Mary Leeder, widow of Charles Leeder, late of Company
C, Bleventh Regiment Illinois Infantry, and pay her a pension at the
rate of $30 per month,

The name of Matilda Spain, widow of Abraham Spain, late of Com-
pany C, Twenty-third Regiment Wisconsin Infantry, and pay her a
penslon at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Mary F. Mudgett, widow of George B. Mudgett, late of
Company A, Eighth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Irma Crow, helpless child of Samuel B. Crow, late of
Company E, Ninetieth Regiment Ohio Infantry, and pay her a pension
at the rate of $20 per month.

The name of Aurelin M, Power, widow of Benjamin F. Power, late
of Company C, One hundred and twenty-second Regiment Ohio Volun-
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in
lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Ellen Tarbutton, widow of Eli Tarbutton, late of
Company E, Fifth Regiment Ohio Infantry, and pay her a pension at
the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is now recelving.

The name of Lydia Ann Collins, widow of George Colling, late of
Troop F, Sixth Regiment West Virginia Cavalry, and pay her a pen-
sion at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Mary R. Wood, widow of Marcus D. Wood, late of
Company C, Fourteenth Regiment Missouri Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Abigail J. Barton, former widow of John Shute, late
of Troop D, Second Regiment Pennsylvania Cavalry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Lucinda Cox, widow of Ulysses D. Cox, late of Com-
pany H, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment Illinois Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Naney M. Montrose, widow of Henry W. Montrose,
late of Company B, Seventh Hegiment Iowa Infantry, and pay her a
pension st the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Nancy J. Hopkins, former widow of George P. Benton,’
late of Company D, Forty-seventh Regiment Iowa Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Cordelin Cummins, widow of Warren Cummins, late
of Company A, One hundred and fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu
of that she is now receiving.

The name of Louise Koch, widow of John Koch, alias Phillip Wag-
ner, late of Company K, SBeventh Regiment New York Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month.

The name of Mary L. Tanner, widow of Wallace A, Tanner, late of
Company C, Eighty-ninth Regiment Illinois Infantry, and pay her a
penslon at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Annie L. Herbert, former widow of Henry Williams,
late of Company F, Forty-third Regiment United States Colored In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien
of that she is now receiving,

The name of Annie E. Edwards, widow of Theophilus R. Edwards,
late of the Sixteenth Battery, Indiana Light Artillery, and pay her a
pension at the rate of §50 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Margaret H. Roseboom, widow of Howard Roseboom,
late of Company G, Ninety-fourth Regiment New York Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Harriet A, Bhea, widow of Edward Shea, late of
Company E, Eleventh Regiment Wisconsgin Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month In liem of that she is
now receiving.

The name of Mary L. Hoffman, widow of John 8. Hoffman, late of
Company G, Twenty-sixth Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month In lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Flora Rotgler, helpless child of Fred Rotzler, late of
Company K, Thirty-eighth Regiment Illincis Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $20 per month,

The name of Esther A. Colwell, widow of William T. Colwell, Iate
of Company F, Thirteenth Regiment Ohic Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving.
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The name of Lena Lenning, widow of John Lenning, late of Com-
pany H, One hundred and fiftieth Regiment Illinois Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Etta Brown Linn, widow of Arthur Linn, late of Com-
pany H, Tenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in liem of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Fannie Bonk, widow of Geike Johnson Bonk, late of

Company F, Thirty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she is
now receiving.
« The name of Mary F. Cataret, widow of Exzivia Cataret, late of
Company F, Eighth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving,

The name of Cora B. Keltner, widow of Robert O. Keltner, late of
Troop C, Third Regiment Missouri State Militia Cavalry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Nannle Curry, widow of George W. Curry, late of
Troop L, Thirteenth Regiment EKentucky Cavalry, and pay ber a pen-
sion at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she is now receiving.

The name of Rue 8. Donnchue, widow of Joseph M, Donnohue, late
of Company K, Sixteenth Indiana Infantry, and Company A, Seventy-
eighth Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Lydia Keatley, widow of John H. Keatley, late of Com-
pany A, One hundred and twenty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she
is now receiving.

The name of Annie A, Riggs, widow of James 8, Rlggs, late of Com-
pany F, Fourteenth Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Infantry, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she is
now reeciving.

The name of Elizabeth 8. Barker, widow of Timothy B. Barker, late
of the Ninth Unattached Company Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry,
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she
is now recelving.

The name of Emilie M. Boyle, widow of George A. Boyle, late of
Battery C, First Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Light Artillery, and
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is
now receiving,

The name of John Whyte, late of Troop M, Fourth Regiment In-
diana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50
per month.

The name of Retta L. Pennington, widow of Josiah Pennington, late
of Company C, One hundred and thirtieth Regiment Indisna Volunteer
Infantry, and pay her a pepsion at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Mary B. Willlamson, widow of Randolph F. Williamson,
late of Company I, Tenth Regiment Indiana Infantry, and pay her a
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Susan A, Miller, widow of David P. Miller, late of Com-
pany A, One hundred and sixty-third Regiment Ohio Infantry, and pay
her a pension at the rate of $30 pel” month,

The name of Carrie M. Quinlen, widow of John P, Quinlen, late of
Troop ¥, Ninth Regiment Iowa Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the
rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving.

The name of Helen L. Sarver, widow of William F. Sarver, late of
Company A, Second Regiment United SBtates Sharpshooters, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lien of that she is now
receiving.

The name of Helen Bruner, widow of Jobhn J. Bruner, late of Com-
pany G, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer In-
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month,

The name of Clyde Woodson, helpless child of John M. Woodson,
late of Company B, Eighty-second Regiment, and Company C, Twenty-
second Regiment, Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension
at the rate of $20 per month in lien of that he is now receiving.

The name of Susan H. Parker, widow of Hollan N. D. Parker, late
of Company C, Thirty-fifth Regiment New York Infantry, and pay her
a pension at the rate of $40 per montl in lien of that she is now
receiving,

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was reported fo the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concenrred in.
The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.
The bill was read the third time and passed.
BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (8. 2204) to amend section 284 of the Judicial Code
of the United States was anncunced as next in order.

Mr. BRUCE. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over,
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The bill (H. R. 8537) for the relief of retired and transferred
members of the Naval Reserve Force, Naval Reserves, and Ma-
rine Corps Reserve was announced as next in order.

SEVERAL SENATORS, Over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

DENTAL CORPS, UNITED STATES NAVY, RETTREMENT

The bill (H. R. 12879) to repeal section 1445 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States was considered as in Committee
of the Whole and was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, efc., That geetion 1445 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States is hereby repealed.

Sec. 2. Section 1444 of the Revised Statutes of the United States
is hereby amended to read as follows :

“When any officer below the rank of vice admliral, including any
officer of the Dental Corps, is 64 years old, he shall be retired by the
President from active service: Provided, That the retirement of officers
at the age of 64 years subsequent to Aungust 20, 1916, 1s hereby
validated.”

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
A

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (H. R. 13414) to amend section 1396 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States relative to the appointment of
chaplains in the Navy was announced as next in order,

Mr. BRUCE. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8. 5148) to amend section 13 of the act of March
4, 1923, entitled “An act to provide for the classification of
civilinn positions within the District of Columbia and in the
field services”” as amended by the act of May 28, 1928, was
announced as next in order.

Mr. BRATTON. Let that go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

The bill (8, 5223) to amend subsection 3 of section 3220 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, relating to claims for refunds
of taxes, was announced as next in order.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let that be passed over,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

JAMES E. JENKINS

The bill (8. 1338) for the relief of James E. Jenkins was
considered as in Committee of the Whole.

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims
with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, to strike out * $114 "
and to insert in lieu thereof “§69”; and on line 7, after the
word “expended,” to strike out the words “for clerical assist-
ance,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to James E. Jenkins, Reno, Nev,,
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum
of $69 to reimburse him for money necessarily expended for medical
services rendered Indian children under authority of the Bureau of
;ndian Affairs, and for drinking water at the Reno, Nev., office of said

ureau,

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.
REFUNDS OF TAXES

The bill (8. 5319) to amend subsection 3 of section 3220 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, relating to claims for refunds
of taxes, was announced as next in order,

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, Let that go over.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKerLar], who introduced this bill, if he will
not allow it to go to the Finance Committee. The whole subject
has been handled by that committee. The matter was first
considered in connection with a revenue bill, and it affects the
revenues of our country,

Mr, McKELLAR. I will let it go over to-day, and will confer
with the Senator about it.

Mr. SMOOT., Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under objection, the bill will
be passed over.

E. L. F. AUFFURTH

The bill (H. R. 5953) for the relief of E. L. F. Auffurth and
others was considered as in Committee of the Whole,

The bill wus reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

RAY ERNEST SMITH

The bill (H. R. 9509) for the relief of Ray Ernest Smith was
considered as in Committee of the Whole.
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The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
OARL HOLM
The bill (H. . 10974) for the relief of Carl Holm was con-
sidered as in Committee of the Whole.
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
ACQUISITION OF LAND IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
The bill (H. R. 13461) to provide for the acquisition of land
in the District of Columbia for the use of the United States was
announced as next in order.
Mr. CARAWAY. Let that go over.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over.

CONDEMNATION OF LAND IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The bill (8. 4125) to amend chapter 15 of the Code of Law
for the District of Columbia, and for other purposes, was con-
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows:

Be it cnacted, ete., That chapter 15 of the Code of Law for the Dis-
trict of Columbia is hereby amended by striking out the provisions of
said chapter in entirety down to subchapter 1 thereof and substituting
in lien thereof the following: %

* CHAPTER XV
“ CONDEMNATION OF LAND FOR PUBLIC USE

“BSEc. 483. Land for District of Columbia: Whenever land in the
District is needed by the commissioners of the Distriet for sites of
schoolhouses, fire or police stations, or for a right of way for sewers,
or for any other municipal use authorized by Congress, and the same
can not be acquired by purchase from the owners thereof at a price
satisfactory to the officers of said District auvthorized to negotiate for
the same, application may be made to the Supreme Court of the District
by petition in the name of said commissioners for the condemnation of
said land or said right of way and the ascertainment of its value.

“Bec. 484, Petition; what to show: Buch petition shall contain a
particular description of the property selected, with the names of the
owners thereof and their residences, so far as the same may be ascer-
tained, together with a plan of the land to be taken.

“ g8ec. 484a. The jury commission of the District of Columbia shall
prepare a special list of persons having the qualifications of jurors, as
prescribed by section 215 of this code, and being also freeholders of
the Distriet of Columbia. The jury commission shall from time to time
as may be necessary write the names contained in said special list on
separate and similar pieces of paper, which they shall so fold or roll
that the names can not be seen, and shall place the same in a special
box to be provided for the purpose, and shall thereupon seal and lock
said special box, and after thoroughly shaking the same ghall deliver
it to the clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia for
safe-keeping ; but the same shall not be unsealed or opened except by said
jury commission. From time to time, as ordered by the Supreme Court
of the District of Columbia, or one of the justices thereof holding a
special term for the trial for condemnation proceedings, the jury com-
mission ghall publicly break the seal of said special box and proceed to
draw therefrom by lot and without previous examination the names
of such number of persons as the said court may from time to time
direct to serve as jurors In condemnation proceedings, and certify the
names so drawn to the clerk of said court. At the time of each draw-
ing of condemnation jurors from said special box there shall be in said
gpecial box the pames of not less than 100 persons possessing the
qualifications hereinbefore prescribed. Except as in this section spe-
clally provided, sections 198 to 217, inclusive, of this code, so far as
the same may be applicable, shall govern the qualifications of said
Jurors in condemnation cases and the duties and conduct of said
Jury commissioners under this section. No person shall be eligible to
serve as a condemnation juror who bas served as such juror within
one year.

*“BeC, 485. Citation to owners: The said court, holding a district
court of the United States, shall thereupon cite all the owners and other
persons interested to appear in sald court, at a time to be fixed by the
court, to answer said petition; and if it shall appear to the court that
there are any owners or other persons interested who are under dis-
ability, the court shall give public notice of the time at which it will
proceed with the matter of condemnation ; and at such time, if it shall
appear that there are any persons under disability who have appeared
or who have not appeared, the court shall appoint a goardian ad litem
for each such person, and shall thereupon order the jury commission
to draw from the special box the names of as many persons as the court
may direct, and from among the persons so drawn the court shall
therenpen appoint a jury of five capable and disinterested persons, to
which jury the court shall administer an oath or affirmatlon that they
are not interested in dny manner in the land to be condemned and are
not related to the parties interested therein, and that they will, with-
out favor or partiality, and to the best of their judgment, appraise the
value of the respective interests of all persons concerned in such lands.

“ 8SEc, 486, The court, before accepting the jury, shall hear any
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objections that may be made to any member thereof, and shall have full
power and authority to pass upon any such objection and to excuse any
juror or camse any vacancy in the jury, when empaneled, to be filled;
and after the jury shall have been organized and shall have viewed and
examined the land and premlises affected by the condemmation proceed-
ing, they shall proceed, in the presence of the court, to hear and receive
such evidence as may be offered or submitted on behalf of the District
of Columbia and by any person or persons having any interest in the
proceeding. When the hearing is concluded, the jury, or a majority of
them, shall return to the eourt, in writing, their appraisement of the
value of the interests of all persons, respectively, in such land where
said appraisement shall be recorded. In making their decision the jury
shall take into consideration, whenever a part only is taken, the henefit
to the remainder of the tract, and shall give their appraisement
accordingly.

“ Bec. 487. The said court shall hear and determine any objections
or exceptions that may be filed to any appraisement of the jury and
shall have the power to vacate and set any appraisement aside, in
whole or In part, when satisfied that it is unjust or unreasonable, in
which event the court shall order the jury commission to draw from
the special box the names of as many persons as the court may direet,
and from among the persons so drawn the court shall thereupon appoint
a new jury of five capable and disinterested persons, who shall proceed
as in the case of the first jury: Provided, That if vacated in part the
regidue of the appraisement as to the land condemned shall not be
affected thereby: And provided further, That the objections or excep-
tions to the appraisement shall be filed within 20 days after the return
of the appraisement to the court: And previded further, That the
appraisement of the new jury shall be final when confirmed by the court.

‘“ 8eC. 488, If the appraisement of the jury should not be objected to
by the parties interested, it shall be confirmed by the court, or, if the
appraisement of the new jury is confirmed by the court, the commission-
ers of said District shall pay the amount awarded by the jury out of the
appropriation made therefore or deposit the same in the same manner
as directed in section 491n of saild Code of Law, and thereupon the land
condemned shall become and be the property of the District.

“BEC. 489, In every case involving the condemnation of land in the
District of Columbia, at the close of the hearing thereof, the court shall
fix a time in which the jury shall return its verdict or to report to the
court the reasons why sald verdict or appraisement can not be returned
by the time fixed : Provided, That the court shall have the power, within
its discretion, to extend the time for the return of the verdict or
appraisement.

*“ BEC. 490. It shall be optional with the commissioners to abide by the
verdict of the jury and occupy the land appraised by them, or, within
a reasonable time to be fixed by the court in its order confirming the
verdict, to abandon the same, without being liable to damage therefor.

“8ec. 491, Nothing herein contained shall affect any suit or proceed-
ing heretofore begun, now pending, or hereafter to be iustituted by or
on behalf of the United States for the condemnation of land for any
purpose ; but all such suits and proceedings shall be conducted in
accordance with existing law or such laws as hereafter may be enacted.”

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

RELIEF OF HAY GROWERS OF TEXAS

The bill (8. 4818) for the relief of hay growers in Brazoria,
Galveston, and Harris Counties, Tex., was announced as next in
order.

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, that seems to be an important
bill involving over $200,000. Let it go over.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, in view of the objection I
shall not ask for consideration of the bill this morning, but I
ask that objection be withheld in order that I may offer an
amendment. I do not beiieve that there will be any objection
to the amendment. It limits attorneys’ fees in connection with
the claim. T ask for the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. BRUCE. What is the nature of that bill?

Mr. SHEPPARD. I do not ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Texas asks
for the consideration of the amendment before the bill goes
over. The clerk will report the amendment.

The CHier CLerg. Strike out the period at the end of the bill
and insert in lien thereof a colon, and the following:

Provided further, That no part of the amount of any ftem appro-
priated in this act in exeess of 10 per cent thereof shall be paid or
delivered to or received by any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys,
on account of services rendered In connection with gaid claim. It shall
be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney or attorneys, to exact,
collect, withhold, or reeeive any sum which in the aggzregate exceeds
10 per cent of the amount of any item appropriated in this act on
account of services rendered in connection with said claim, any contract
to the conirary motwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions
of this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000,




Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I think the amendment should
be pending.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
ment will go over.

Mr. BRUCE. What is the nature of the bill?

Mr. SHEPPARD. It is not the bill, it is an amendment that
iz now beingz considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
will go over, under objection.

Mr. SHEPPARD. The amendment will be pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be pend-
ing.

Under objection, the amend-

The amendment and the bill

FISH CULTURE IN IDAHO

The bill (H. R. 13144) to cede certain lands in the State
of Idaho, including John Smiths Lake, to the State of Idaho
for fish-cultural purposes, and for other purposes, was con-
sidered as in Committee of the Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

HARRY PINCUS

The bill (H. R. 6704) for the relief of Harry Pincus was
considered as in Committee of the Whole.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

BERTRAM LEHMAN
The bill (H. Ii. 6350) for the relief of Bertram Lehman was
considered as in Committee of the Whole.
The bill was reporfed to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
GILBEET FAUSTINA AND JOHN ALEXANDER
The bill (H. R. T411) for the relief of Gilbert Faustina and
John Alexander was considered as in Committee of the Whole.
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed,
LEO SCHEUREN

The bill (H. R. 10125) for the relief of Leo Scheuren was
congidered as in Committee of the Whole,
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
LORETTA PEFPER

The bill (H. R. 10126) for the relief of Loretta Pepper was
considered as in Committee of the Whole,

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed,

EXPLOSION AT NAVAL AMMUNITION DEPOT, LAKE DENMARK, N. J.

The bill (H. R. 12236) to provide an appropriation for the
payment of certain claims of persons who suffered property
damage, death. or personal injury due to the explosion at the
naval ammunition depot, Lake Denmark, N. J., July 10, 1926,
was considered as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I think the bill
should be explained. X :

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, if T may have an opportunity
briefly to explain it, the bill provides for the payment of the
award which has been allowed by the Navy Department and the
accounting department, amounting to $216,528.49, providing pay-
ment for personal injury and property damage becanse of an
explosion at Lake Denmark at the naval ammunition depot,
several yvears ago.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if
the bill includes all the elaims?

Mr. EDGE. No: it does not include all the claims, but merely
the claims which the accounting department has passed upon.
It is approved by the accounting department and approved by
the Navy Department, and has the unanimous support of the
subcommittee of the Committee on Claims,

The people involved have been without any remuneration for
over two years. The bill has the unanimous approval of all
the departments and committees having responsibility.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, on the state-
ment made, I think the bill should pass.

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims,
with amendments, on page 1, line 5, to strike out “ $161,622.10"
and insert in lieu thereof “ $216,52849 " ; on page 2, line 5, after
the word “ session,” to insert the words “ and House Document
Numbered 310, Seventieth Congress, first session”; and in line
8, after the numerals “1800,” to insert the following proviso:

Provided, however, That ghould any of the eivilian claimants in the
above-mentioned documents decline to accept in full settlement the
amounts so recommended, the Secretary of the Navy lIs hereby author-
ized and directed to reopen and reinvestigate such claims and transmit
each such claim with supporting papers and a report of his findings of
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facts and recommendation to the Comptroller General of the TUnited
States who shall award the claimant or claimants such amount or
amounts as he shall adjudge fair and just, according to the said act of
March 2, 1927 (44 Stat. pt. 8, p, 1800).

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is
hereby, suthorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $216,528.49, or such portion as
may be necessary, to enable the Comptroller General of the United States
to make payment of claims in full settlement for property damage,
death, or personal injury due to the explosion at the naval ammunition
depot, Lake Denmark, N. J., July 10, 1926, to the respective persons
and in the respective amounts as recommended by the Comptroller
General of the United States, and as fully set forth in House Document
No. 202, Seventleth Congress, first session, and House Document No. 310,
Seventieth Congress, first session, pursnant to the aet of March 2, 1927
(44 Stat. pt. 3, p. 1800) : Provided, however, That should any of the
eivilian claimants in the above-mentioned documents decline to accept
in full settlement the amounts so recommended, the Secretary of the
Navy is hereby authorized and directed to reopen and reinvestigate such
claims and transmit each such claim with supporting ];mperg‘ and a
report of his findings of facts and recommendation to the Comptroller
General of the United States, who shall award the elaimant or claimants
such amount or amounts as he shall adjudge fair and just according to
the said act of March 2, 10927 (44 Stat. pt. 3, p. 1800).

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, what is the reason for the
increase in the amount allowed from $161,000 to $216,000%

Mr. EDGE. For the reason that a number of additional
claims have been allowed by the Navy Department between the
time the bill was introduced in the House at the last session of
Congress and the present time. It is all covered in the report
as an additional allowance because of additional claims ap-
proved.

Mr. OVERMAN.,
partment?

Mr. EDGE. Yes,

Mr. McKELLAR. Can the Senator give any information with
reference to how many other elaims there may be?

Mr. EDGE. The report says there are, I believe, still 47
claims pending on which they have not had opportunity to
make a complete examination.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, there is no report
in my file. T want to inquire of the Senator if it is conceded
on the part of the Government that there is liability? .

Mr. EDGE, As a matter of fact I can not answer that di-
rectly. Of course, the causes of the explosion have never been
successfully established, but the Navy Department after long
inquiry, which the Senator may recall, decided without ques-
tion that the personal and property damage to those who re-
sided around the reservation, as recommended by their repre-
sentatives, should be paid. Congress enacted the NECesSSAry
legislation instructing the Navy Department to make the inves-
tigation and report the total of the awards,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let us suppose the explosion was
occasioned by a bolt of lightning that struck the arsenal.

Mr. EDGE. After thorough and complete Inquiry en the
gﬂ;'t ;)f the Navy Department that possibility was never estab-

shed.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I merely instance that as one of
any number of causes which might have oceasioned the explo-
sion without any kind of responsibility upon the part of the
Government of the United States. I would like to know what
is the basis upon which we are going to pay the property owners
and those suffering losses in the various amounts involved?

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
CapRawAY] was a member of the subcommittee, and he ean no
dt,-nl!ét answer the Senator from Montana much better than I
could.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, the liability was fixed by the
department against the Government and has never been dis-
puted by anyone. Congress enacted a law authorizing us to
make the investigation as to the amounts the various people
were entitled to receive,

Mr, FLETCHER. It was determined that there was founda-
tion for the claims?
Mr. CARAWAY,

Mr. FLETCHER.

Presented and approved by the Navy De-

There is no doubt about it.
Was it referred to the Navy Department

to ascertain the amount of the damages and then submit it to
the Congress?

Mr., CARAWAY. I do not so understand.
there is any question as to liability.
could be.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Apparently the liability of the
Government has been conceded by the department, but I would

1 do not think
I do not =ee how there
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like to know whether that was conceded out of possibly the
persuasive eloquence of the Senator from New Jersey or
whether there was some foundation in fact for the conclusion
that the Government was liable?

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not think there could be any shadow
of doubt about the liability, I think it is conceded by every-
boiy.

Mr., WALSH of Montana.
the basis of the concession?

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not have it now in mind, as it has
been some time since I have had aetive connection with the
matter. It came to the committee and was agreed upon, and
the legislation was recommended and enacted providing for the
investigation, and it then came back for this settlement. As to
the method by which they computed the damage I can not en-
lighten the Senator, For instance, where one was injured
personally, I understand they allowed him the amount of his
doctor bills and his lost time, but allowed him nothing for his
pain and suffering. I think they have been entirely too strict,
and I think the settlement is made to the advantage of the Gov-
ernment and against the people who suffered the injuries and
the loss of property.

Mr. EDGE. May I call the attention of the Senator from
Montana again to the fact that on March 2, 1927, a bill passed
by Congress was approved by the President instrueting the Navy
Department to make the investigation, apparently assuming the
responsibility. The bill now before the Senate is the result of
such investigation ordered by the Congress.

Mr. WALSH of Moutana. That does not enlighten me as to
the situation. Congress directed an investigation into the
amount of damages which had been sustained and a report on
that investigation has been made. It is reported that so much
is due. Now, the question arises as to whether we should
authorize the payment, and in order to do so it did seem to me
we should have some kind of information indicating why the
Government is in any way liable.

Mr. EDGE. The committee and the board of inquiry, as set
forth in the report, raise no question as to the liability.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But they were not called upon to
investigate the question as to whether the Government was
or was not liable. They were simply called upon to investigate
the amount_of damages,

Mr. EDGE. Will the Senator from Montana advise me how
it would be possible for us to decide, after the inguiry had been
completed and report made, whether it was an act of the
Almighty through a bolt from heaven or becanse of the care-
lessness of some particular individual employed by the Govern-
ment?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If that question had been investi-
gated by any judicial or other tribunal, of course, they would
make a report to us giving us the facts, showing that there
was liability upon the part of the Government of the United
States.

Mr. EDGE.
liability.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in,

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill to provide an
appropriation for the payment of claims of persons who suf-
fered property damage, death, or personal injury due to the
explosion at the naval amunition depot, Lake Denmark, N. I,
July 10, 1926, and to provide a means for further investigation
and payment in certain cases.”

APPORTION MENT OF REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS

The bill (H. R. 11725) for the apportionment of Representa-
tives in Congress was announced as next in order.

Mr. BLEASE. Let the bill go over.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I move that the bill be
taken up for consideration, if the motion is in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion is in order.

Mr. VANDENBERG. On my motion, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BRATTON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. ROBINSON],
Not knowing how he would vote on this guestion, I withhold my
vote.

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLEAN]
which I transfer to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]
and vote *“nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Can the Senator tell us what is

In my judgment the report fully sets forth the
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Mr. MOSES. I have a general pair with the junior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Broussarn]. He being absent, I transfer
that pair to the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]
and vote “ yea.”

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that the
senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HArnisox] is necessarily
detained on official business. If present, he would vote “ nay.”

Mr. SHEPPARD. 1 desire to announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NeeLy], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. CArRAwAY], the Senator from Lounisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD],
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epwarps] are detained
on official business.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that the
junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kixe] is unavoidably detained
by illness.

Mr. SMITH (after having voted in the negative). I rise to
inguire if the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] has voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not voted.

Mr, SMITH. I have a general pair with that Senator, which
1 transfer to the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. King], and
allow my vote to stand.

Mr. JONES. 1 desire to announce the necessary absence of
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Larrazoro] due to illness.
He has a general pair with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Harrisox].

The result was announced—yeas 53, nays 23, as follows:

YEAB—G3

Ashurst Gillett Moses Thomas, Idaho
Bingham Glenn Norris Thomas, Okla.
Blaine Gould Nye Trammell
Bruce Hale Oddie Tydings
Burton Hastings Overman Vandenberg
Capper Hayden Phipps Wagner
Copeland Johnson Pittman Walsh, Mass,
Couzens Jones Reed, Pa. Walsh, Mont,

rtis Kendrick Behall Warren
Deneen Keyes Sheppard Waterman
Dill McMaster Shortridge Wheeler
Edge McNar, Simmons
Fess Mayfield Smoot
Fleicher Metealf Steiwer

NAYS—23
Bayard George McKellar Bmith
Black Glass Norbeck Steck
Blease Greene Hansdell Stephens
Brookhar Hurris Reed, Mo. Swanson
Dale Hawes Robinson, Ark. Tyson
Frazier Heflin Backett
NOT VOTING—19

Barkley Edwards King Pine
Borah Gerry La Follette Robinson, Ind.
Bratton Goff Larrazolo Shipstead
Broussard Harrison McLean Watson
Caraway Howell Neely

So the motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Commitfee
of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 11725) for
the apportionment of Representatives in Congress.

Mr. VANDENBERG obtained the floor.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Michigan
yield to me?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, now that the Senator from Michi-
gan has been able to have his bill placed before the Senate upon
motion, which motion, I may say, I supported, I am going to
ask him if he will permit unanimous consent that we revert to
Calendar No. 785, being the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 117)
authorization an investigation and survey for the Nicaraguan
canal, with the understanding that if there shall be any objee-
tion I shall of course withdraw the joint resolution, and if there
shall not be any objection, then, we may vote on the joint resolu-
tion and accomplish what we have been endeavoring to accom-

lish,
s Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetis.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I feel that the reapportion-
ment bill is of such importance that nothing should intervene
until it shall have been acted upon. Therefore, I object to the
request of the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I greatly appreciate the
courtesy of the Senate in permitting me fo make a statement
about the pending reapportionment bill. I thoroughly under-
stand the intent of the permission, and there is no possibility,
I am well aware, of passing the proposed legislation in the
remainder of the morning hour. My sole purpose is to present
to the Senate and the country my conception of what I believe
to be, without any possible chance for argument, the fundamental
constitutional challenge that lieg at the bar of the Senate of the
United States at this time.
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Mr. President, it has been my privilege to report from the
Committee on Commerce a bill for the apportionment of Repre-
sentatives in Congress. A significant subtitle might appro-
priately deseribe it also as a bill for the honest apportionment of
presidential electors. But a still more pertinent and all-inclu-
sive definition can proclaim it a bill to validate the Constitution
of the United States.

In this latter character it could not be outweighed in impor-
tance by any other legislation pending in the forum of the
Senate, Other matters may seem, in the vicissitude of the
moment, more immediately necessitous. But in the last analysis
the Constitution stands, or nothing else matters.

This is my justification for intruding upon the Senate’s con-
seience at a time when so many other momentous problems clamor
for attention. I feel honor bound and oath bound to put the issue
to my colleagues. Under the rules of the Senate and in considera-
tion of present and prospective congestion on the calendar, I am
forced to make my own opportunity for this presentation. I
am persuaded that the issue warrants my action. When great
States and great constituencies are outrageously victimized in
their fundamental rights by the congressional evasion of basic
and mandatory constitutional responsibilities, I am persuaded
that the Senate will first condone and then welcome what
otherwise it might classify as intrusion upon the regular order
of business. Nothing can be paramount to the Constitution.

I listened within the past few days to an illuminating debate
dealing with the necessity in many senatorial minds of finding
new wilys to bring the Nation into harmony with the eighteenth
amendment to the Constitution. There have been many formu-
las proposed by distinguished gentlemen in the last few months
for the purpose of attaining the same end. One proposes a
$25,000 reward for the best means for euforcing prohibition;
another offers $25,000 for the best formula for repealing prohi-
bition. In my judgment, Mr. President, the formula this Nation
needs is not for enforcement or repeal, but a formula that shall
reevangelize the American people into an understanding that
everything we have and are and can ever hope to be is de-
pendent upon constitutional ganctity, and none of us ean choose
which section of the Constitution we shall honor and which
section we shall scorn,

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President——

Mr. VANDENBERG, Mr. President, I am very sorry I can
not yield to the Senator from Maryland. I am anxious to con-
clude before the hour of 2 o'clock, and I do not propose to be
detoured into a discussion of prohibition.

Mr. BRUCE. I merely desire to ask the Senator from
Michigan a question.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I decline to yield, Mr. President.

Mr. BRUCE. Very well.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I raise the point solely to say that im-
pulse and example in high places in our Government are the
best factors of which I know for encouraging constitutional
fidelity in the body of the Nation, and I find no such example,
I find no such impulse when I confront the fact that for eight
years a fundamental challenge at the very root source of con-
stitutional guarantees has been ignored and evaded in these
halls. T shall be as brief and concise as possible in presenting
this issue. My sole purpose is to acquaint the Senate with the
contents and the objectives of House bill 11725 and to amplify
Report No. 1446, which has been filed with the Senate.

Mr. President, this is a measure passed on January 11 by the
House of Representatives and reported without amendment to
the Senate on January 15. It sets up a just rule for the reap-
portionment of the House, with a maintained limit of 435
Members, on the basis of the 1930 census. It seeks to pro-
tect this approaching census against a contemptuous repeti-
tion of eight years of failure or refusal to put the 1920 census
to its mandatory constitutional usages. Thereby it seeks to
order constitutional justice as between the States of the Union
and to guarantee a cure for the insufferable trespass of nearly
a decade past. It is an insurance policy covering the constitu-
tional rights of the American people.

In order that interested Senators may not break my sequence
1 state at the outset the six phases of the problem which I
shall treat. Thus, perhaps, any interrogatories may await their
particular target, and I shall be glad to be interrupted at any
time in respect to any of these concerns.

I shall briefly discuss:

First. The basic constitutional challenge as it confronts this
Senate.

Second. The effect upon the Electoral College if nullifying con-
tempts persist.

Third. The effect on seats in the House of Representatives.

Fourth, The wise decision to limit the size of the House to
435 Members.,
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Fifth. The proposed delegation of ministerial power to the
Secretary of Commerce in the event any decennial Congress fails
to act independently as the spirit of the Constitution requires.

Sixth. The use of the so-called * system of major fractions,”
which is involved in the mathematical problem of this hour,

These are the pertinent factors upon which the Senate mast
inform itself—if, indeed, it is not already informed beyond my
powers of added illumination—in concluding that it should give
early and decisive approval to this bill to validate the Constitu-
tion of the United States. So I hasten to pursue this sched-
ule, always addressing the one objective, namely, that past
defaults, which have been variously branded as “brazen de-
fiance,” as “tyranny in the raw,” and as “ insufferable politieal
selfishness "—to borrow a few of the less invidious epithets—
shall come to an end here and now.

COXNSTITUTIONAL DUTY

Our first logical consultation in any matter of constitutional
concern is the great charter itself. Therefore I ask the Senate
to turn to Article I, and to turn there, I regret to observe, for
the first time since August 8, 1911, when the last reapportion-
ment act became a law. The very numeral which identifies the
article is significant. It is No. 1. It is, in other words, the
base, the starting point, the genesis; whence rises the entire
subsequent structure of the Republic. No. 1 means No. 1—not
only No, 1 in the foundation layers of the Constitution but No. 1
in the constitutional responsibilities of a faithful Congress.
Omitting detail, here is this No. 1 mandate in the Constitution
of the United States:

Representatives * * * ghall be apportioned among the several
States * * * jaccording to their respective numbers. * * * The
actual enumeration shall be made within three years after the first
meeting of the Congress of the United States and within every subse-
quent term of 10 years * * &,

Mr. President, in the face of this mandatory language, par-
ticularly when it is read in the light of the vivid debates out
of which it sprang, I can not see any rational escape from the
conclusion that a regular decennial census and a regular, se-
quent, decennial reapportionment is the paramount constitu-
tional responsibility resting upon Senators who take a special,
and presumably binding, oath to support and defend this primary
instrument of American Government. I should let this rest
as an axiom were it not for the fact that it has been strangely
attacked by some time arguments which have tried to chisel the
mandatory challenge out of it, and were it not for the even
more aggravating constitutional contempts which contemporane-
ously have spurned and flaunted and nullified it for the past
eight sterile years.

Once more, note the precise language: “Actual enumeration
shall "—mnot may—"* be made within every term of 10 years " and
“ Representatives shall "—not may—* be apportioned among the
several States according to their respective numbers."”

If this language means anything at all, Mr, President. it
means that there should have been a 1920 census—which there
was—and an immediate reapportionment based thiereon—which
there was not, and which there has not been from that day to
this. Suech a lapse, I submit, raises what ought to be a question
of constitutional privilege in the Senate when, at last, we are
invited by the House of Representatives to join it in a warranty
that 1930 shall be guaranteed against a remewal and a per-
petuation of this constitutional affront, which popular com-
plaisance will not much longer tolerate,

Does the Constitution require decennial census and prompt
reapportionment based thereon? It does, not only in its letter
but also in its spirit. Here are my reasons:

I rely first upon a reasonable construction of the actual
language: “ Enumeration shall be made " and “ Representatives
shall be apportioned.” I rely, secondly, upon the expressed in-
tent of the framers—the authors of this langnage—which may
not be binding testimony in a court of law, but which is binding
testimony in the court of public opinion.

The constitutional convention of 1787 almost broke upon the
problem of representation. It resolved its hazardous perplexity
by establishing a Senate in which every State, regardless of
population, has equal voice, and a House of Representatives in
which every unit of population is intended to have equal voice,
regardless of its distribution as between States. The conven-
tion intended that one rule should be as sacred as the other, even
though it threw extra protection around the smaller State and
its right to two Senators. Indeed, the very fact that the less
populated State has this special constitutional protection ought
to emphasize the impropriety of any complaint upon its part
when the more heavily populated State asks for its constitutional
rights in the House of Representatives. Indeed, the heinous
crime of attempting to reduce the constitutional representation
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of a State in the Senate would be no greater ravishment of the
theory of the Constifution than is the crime of rcbbing some
other State of its constitutional representatien in the House of
Representatives, The former infringement would produce revo-
lution. The latter, however, is supposed to produce only passing
protest. What a tragic paradox!

I said I rely for my constructions upon the intent of those
great men who framed the Constifution. James Madison de-
clared to the convention that the States *ought te vote in the
same proportion in which their citizens would do if the people
of all the States were collectively met.” His Virginian colleague,
Mr. Randolph, proposed the census for the express purpose of
creating an enumeration out of which equitable reapportionment
should flow, and time and again he warned against the iniquity
of permitting any divorce between these functions. Mr. Hugh
Williamson, of North Carolina, declared it would be “ the duty
of the legislature to do what is right"” in this respect, and
that it could not be “at liberty to do or not to do it.,”

I =hall not trespass with needless multiplication of these ex-
hibits. Suffice it to add that the great Mr. Justice Story later
declared that decennial reapportionment is “a duty positively
enjoined by the Constitution.” I believe it has been correctly
said in a previous congressional report upon this subject that
* the founders of our Government would have been amazed at
a situation in which a population three times the population
which existed at the time of the adoption of the Constitution
is denied fair and equitable representation in the House of
Representatives.”

This leads me to my third reliance, when I declare that con-
gressional failure to reapportion is an ugly constitutional de-
fault which the Senate should cure in this session, now that it
is challenged by the House fto do so, regardless of whether it
does another single thing between now and the 4th of March,
when a President will be inaugurated whose credentials spring
from an Electoral College not constitutionally constituted be-
cause of this same poison at the well-springs of the American
system. My third reliance ig the existing fact of representative
inequalities which make a travesty out of those pretended
equalities which no man will deny that the Constitution pre-
sumably preserves.

The last apportionment in 1910 embraced 91,000,000 people.
The 1920 census reported 105,000,000 people. The 1930 estimate
is, speaking roundly, 123,000,000 people. The difference between
1910 and 1930 is 32,000,000 people. These latter people to-day
are virtually disfranchised. The congressional structure made
to fit 91,000,000 people is serving 123,000,000 people. Nothing
could be more grossly un-American. Nothing could do greater
violence to fundamental rights supposedly established in 1776
and supposedly stabilized in 1787.

I do not intend to permit invidious comparisons to intrude
upon this argument. I hope I should be making the same argu-
ment if my own State of Michigan were one of the beneficiaries
of this lapse instead of one of the chief vietims. Buf, Mr,
President, 1 set it down here simply by way of illustration that
there are three congressional districts in Michigan which to-
gether had a population of 1,400,000 back in 1920, and which
to-day probably have a population of 2,500,000, an average of
over 800,000 to a district, whereas there are many other dis-
tricts in other States with not more than 160,000 people. There
are as many as 1,500,000 people in one congressional district in
California represented by one Congressman, whereas there are
whole States elsewhere in the Union approximating 1,500,000
people with as many as six or seven or eight Congressmen.

Surely there is no need to prolong or multiply this prejudicial
arithmetic. I but state the obvious. The records are familiar
and well known ; but they are no more familiar or better known
than the plain fact that it has been our censtitutional duty for
eight years to correct them, and that we dare not longer deny a
prospective correction when it is now offered to us by the House
itself. I repeat that it mmst have been the mandatory intent
of the framers of the Constitution that this horrible travesty
upon equality of representation never should persist. Temperate
Ianguage can not assess the outrage.

One more—a fourth reliance—I submit in support of my con-
stitutional interpretation.

Precedent and practice have something to do with the fix-
ation of constitutional principles. From 1790 to 1910 Congress
never permitted more than a maximum of fwo years to inter-
vene between the completion of a census and its validation in
a reapportionment. Frequently it has acted within one year.
For 120 faithful years, in which constitotional oaths meant
what they said, Congress never lapsed in this momentous duty.
Then came the nullifying interlude. A sterile and deadly interim
has evaded or ignored the plain and paramount mandate—man-
date No. 1—in our great basic charter; and I am forced to put
the chief responsibility where it belongs. It does not belong

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2173

upon the House of Representatives. It belongs, let us confess,
upon this Senate. The House did do its constitutional duty,
entirely consonant with tradition, by promptly validating the
1920 census. It passed a reapportionment bill on January 19,
1921. This bill was received by the Senate on January 20, 1921,
and sent to the then existing Census Committee., From that
committee it never emerged alive. It was not embraced; it was
embalmed,

I have found that many Senators have forgotfen that dark
entry on the record. I do not criticize them. It is not my right.
The issue never was raised on the floor of the Senate; but such
is the fact. I submit that it puts the Senate of to-day under spe-
cial obligation fo see to it that no legislative congestion upon the
calendar or any other untoward event shall conspire to repeat
such jeopardy to fundamental constitutional rights. Otherwise,
we can not acquit ourselves of setting a dubious—yea, a lethal—
example to a citizenship which must support and sustain the
Constitution if our inheritance shall persevere.

All that we are, all that we have, all that we can ever hope to
be, are finally dependent upon constitutional integrity. I have
heard able Senators argue by the hour upon this floor over com-
paratively technical points of constitutional construction in a
scrupulous effort to be meticulously faithful—technical points
that have been as Greek to my layman’s mind—technical points
in law which there is a Supreme Court to decide. Surely they
will ot be less devoted when they confront a constitutional
challenge so plain that a child can read and understand, yet a
challenge upon which no Supreme Court can ever pass to protect
the injured—a challenge resting wholly upon the conscience
of this Congress.

I have been partieularly struck by the observation upon this
geore of a distingunished Detroit jurist, Cirenit Judge Alfred J.
Murphy, who clearly labels failure to reapportion as a species
of treason.

ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Here is another ominous consideration.

Mr. President, a just representation in the Electoral College
is involved in a default in constitutional apportionment and
this contemplation is quite as insufferable as the trespass upon
congressional equities, Not only does a failure to reapportion
pursuant to the mandate of the Constitution taint the validity
of Congress; it also taints the validity of the Presidency itself.
Thus does the challenge pyramid. We are indeed dealing with
the well springs of republican institutions, the streams of which
can rise no higher than their source. It is appalling that so
vital a concern should have been even momentarily ignored. It
is appalling that eight years should have come and gone—that
four Congresses and two Presidents should have been chosen
in the interlnde without correction in this constitutional lapse.
But it will be still more appalling if the Senate shall not now
prompily join with the House, upon the latter’s unselfish in-
itiative, and bring this nullification to a decisive end. A jeop-
ardized Electoral College is the final affront to constitutional
integrity and ordered government.

The Senate is entirely familiar with the fact that presidential
electors are apportioned to each State according to the com-
bined number of their Senators and Representatives. Ilence,
ipso facto, if a State is robbed of its fair quota of Representa-
tives, it is robbed of its fair guota of presidential electors.
But let me remind you of the precise constitutional language
upon this score. I am quoting Article II, section 1, paragraph 2:

Each State shall appoint * * * a number of electors equal to
the whole number of Senators and Representatives to which the Btate
may be entitled in the Congress.

There is a grave question immediately raised as to the actual
validity of a presidential election recorded through an Elec-
toral College not composed of electors apportioned to the
States according to the number of Representatives to which
each State “ may be entitled.” Not the number of Representa-
tives which each State actually has—do not neglect the exact
langnage—but the number to which each State “may be en-
titled.” Perhaps it will be replied that a State is “entitled
only to such a number of electors as it has been assigned by the
process of law, however false to the Constitution the given law
may happen to be. But it is not to be forgotten that when the
junior Senator from Washington raised this point in a radio
address last summer, there was widespread speculation over
the baneful possibilities. No such defect could be successfully
conjured when presidential results are as decisive as those of
1924 and 1928—1 make this observation with entire sympathy
for those npon the mourner's bench—but the fact remains that
two Presidents have now been chosen out of Electoral Colleges
in which many States have not had the voice to which they are
‘“entitled " by the spirit, if not the letter, of the Constitution,
If this infirmity persists until the presidential election of
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1032, here will be a minimum of 23 misplaced electoral votes.
Any time a President is chosen within the limits of these mis-
placed electoral votes—and it is interesting to note in passing
that the presidential election of 1916 was determined by pre-
cisely this 23 margin—there is present the seed of trouble.
Such a question never may be raised. But it is constitutional
negligence to leave the question even remotely open.

Mr. President, we all remember historically the ecataclysm
that swept America in 1876, when a presidential election hung
upon 1 electoral vote, and when the canvass had to be sub-
mitted to a special expedient branch of the American Govern-
ment raised for that exigent purpose.

The late Vice President Thomas R. Marshall said to me that
nothing prevented a second Civil War at that time except the
selfless patriotism of Samuel J. Tilden. If we have behind us
the unanswerable reminder that any doubt upon the validity of
an electoral college can bring us that close to a breach, we are
indeed negligent in a fundamental responsibility if we do not
close the breach now that we have contemporary opporfunity.

Mr. President, entirely regardless of the legal phase, the
equitable phase is beyond palliation. Smaller States have their
liberal right of spokesmanship protected by absolute and per-
manent equality in Senate membership. This in turn gives them
a constitutionally sustained preference in the Electoral College
under any circumstances, Again, merely for the purpose of
illustration, let me point out that this gives Nevada one ultimate
presidential elector for every 26,000 people, while the State of
California, on the basis of 1930 estimates, will have but one
presidential elector for every 365,000 inhabitants. I do not
complain against this sort of seeming discrepancy so long as it
is supported by constitutional warrant, and I heartily agree
with the Constitution's theory that it takes something more
than congested centers of concentrated population to make a
nation. But after the smaller State has been freely and per-
manently awarded this tremendous advantage—this handicap
allowance, as it were—I do most vigorously protest against a
further allowance as a result of congressional indisposition to
rectify the disparities disclosed by each succeeding census, It
is not a pleasant task for the less populous States to give up an
occasional Congressman, and thus also an occasional presiden-
tial elector, pursuant to constitutional order. But let the less
populous States remember that they have special and peculiar
protections embedded in this Constitution, and they should be
the last to encourage any breach in the constitutional wall.
This bill, while still leaving Congress to its own conscience in
the first instance, puts an unltimate watchman on this wall and
arms him with the power of vigilance if others sleep.

Just one more specific exhibit upon this particular score, If
the exlsting apportionment were to persist into 1932, here are
gsome fizures that have been prepared to show relative discrepan-
cies as between four States: Massachusetis will have one presi-
dential elector for each 242,000 of its people; Texas will have
one for each 281,000; Michigan will have one for each 317,000;
and California will have one for each 365,000, The spread, in
four States of comparable size, will be from a unit of 242,000 to
a unit of 365,000,

If we reapportion on the basis that it is estimated this bill
will work, the State of Massachusetts will have one for each
257,000 of its citizens; the State of Texas one for each 256,000;
the State of Michigan and the State of California one for each
250,000 of tlieir citizens. TUnder the present apportionment
123,000 more citizens are required to give California an elec-
toral vote than in Massachusetts. Under the new system the
entire range in those four States will be a matter of 7,000
eitizens only.

I submit that this is a type of equity which the Senate must
approve. We must be fair with each other, one State to an-
other. We must accept our obligations as well as our privileges
under the Constitution. Presidents and Congressmen must be
chosen with a just regard for the comstitutional rights of every
State. They have not been for eight yvears. They will not be
for an indefinite time to come if this bill is not passed by the
Senate, because the practical fact is that no other bill can sur-
vive this session, and each succeeding session will face progres-
sively multiplying obstacles, and every Senator familiar with
the facts knows that both of these statements are absolutely
true,

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON DISTRIBUTION OF REPRESENTATIVES

It is somewhat speculative to anticipate what the congres-
sional effect of this bill will be on the basis of the 1930 census.
The only possible prospectus is that of the Census Bureau
itself, which prophesies a 1630 population of 122,537,000 for the
purpose of this reapportionment. The population base in 1920

was 105,000,000. In 1910 it was 91,000,000,
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The 1930 estimate may not be precise. But the Census Bu-
reau is sufficiently accurate in its past performances to make
the use of its figures reliable for present purposes,

On this base this bill will change 23 seats in the House
of Representatives. KEleven States will gain. Seventeen States
will lose. Twenty States will be unaffected.

I dislike, however, to discuss this bill in terms of “loss”
and “ gain.” No State may truthfully be said to have * gained "
anything when it merely stabilizes its equality of rights pur-
suant to the guarantees of the Constitution. No State may
accurately be said to have “lost” anything when it settles
back to a basis of constitutional equalities.

It is only the Constitution itself which *gains” or “loses”
in this contemplation, It “gains” strength and stability when
it is scrupulously obeyed and faithfully honored. It “loses™
vitality and life when it is ignored or evaded—no matter how
plausible the expedient excuse.

Perhaps there is still another *“loss and gain,” namely, in
the prestice and dignity and honor of the Congress itself,
We “gain” the respect of the Nation when we obey the in-
strnment of which we are the oath-bound creatures. We pro-
portionately *“lose” when we are guilty of constitutional con-
tempts against which the people cry out in protest and outrage.

I dare to believe that no Senator will vote upon this bill
pursuant solely to the effeet of its arithmetic upon his State.
Any such opportunism would reduce constitutionalism to the
basis of mere huckstering.

The prospective effect of thiz reapportionment is as follows.
Eleven States gain as follows:

Arlzona. .-
California__ . _
Connecticut
Florida-
Michigan
New Jersey._ A e
North Carolina
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Oklahoma.
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Seventeen States lose as follows:
Alabama _
Indiana
(g R AL LA T
Kansas__ S
Kentucky __ =
Louisiana i
Maine ..__
Massachusetts
Mississn;pt
Missour
Nebraska
New York Sl
North Dakota
Pennsylvania e o
Tennes
Vermont =
Virginia _ =, ¥

TW(_:nt)' States are unaffected : Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware,
Georgia, Idaho, Ilinois, Maryland, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New Mexico, Oregon, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming.

Without intending invidious comparisons in any degree, an
analyst is bound to emphasize the spectacular demonstration
of constitutional fidelities made by the majorities in those
House delegations from some States which will have fewer
Congressmen as a result of the expected operations of this bill,
yet which are recorded on this recent roll call in favor of the
bill. They are from the States of Maine, Massachusetts, New
York, and Pennsylvania.

BIZE OF THE HOUSE

This bill decides, at least for the time being, that the total
membership in the House of Representatives shall not exceed
the existing limit of 435. If it had nothing else in if the bill
would be emphatically worthy and challenging upon this score
alone. To register the decisive opinion of the present Congress
that it is time to stop the everlasting expansion in House
membership to suit mere political exigency would be a fre-
mendous service to American institutions. One distingunished
Member of this body told me recently that he thought effi-
cieney and effectual demoeracy would be promoted if the limit
could be set back to 200. In other words, he correctly dis-
tingnishes between quality and gquantity in the measure of
democracy. As practical men we must recognize the impossi-
bility of any such present pursuit, however. If it has taken
8 years to get an agreement in the House to retain the
existing limit, it wounld take 80 years to get an agreement for
a large and revolutionary reduction. To defeat the attainable
for the sake of straining for the unattainable would be a
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distinet disservice to the Constitutionr and to the principle of
limitation itself,

There is nothing sacrosanct about this number 435. It
simply happens to be the contemporary limit upon which the
House itself has taken a courageous stand, refusing all efforts
to blow it higher. If the House, with the acute self-interest
of its own Members at stake, is willing to register this prin-
ciple of limitation, it would be a tragic lapse if the Senate
should neglect or refuse to agree.

Heretofore the usual method for obtaining agreement to de-
cennial reapportionment has been the expedient recourse of
increasing the total membership in a sufficient degree to permit
every sitting Member to retain his seat. As a result of this
elastic pursuit of the course of least resistance the size of the
House has doubled in less than 100 years. The greatest rate
of growth has been in the more recent decades. On the basis
of 1930 estimates it would require a House of 534 Members—
an increase of nearly 100 in 20 short years—to permit a ratio
of representation under which no State would lose a Member.
It requires no wrench of the imagination, if these expedient
trends be not stopped, to foresee a comparatively early day
when the size of the House would approach sheer chaos.
Already benches have had to be substituted for desks in the
other Chamber to accommodate the distinguished throng. Soon
they must hang out the “standing room only " sign. It would
consume nine S-hour days to permit each Member to make a
10-minute speech on one subject. The result is not greater
articulation for democracy. The result is less, rather than
more, freedom of action. Indeed, freedom of action, which,
after all, is the true measure of demoeracy, already has become
a legend. The distingunished junior Senator from Ohio, who
returns to this body after another honorable turn of service in
the other House, openly declared as long ago as 1921 that after
a membership in the House under four apportionments the one
outstanding thing with which he was impressed was “the
diminished prestige of the House and the diminished standing
of the individual Member." Here, in this pending bill, is the
golden opportunity for the Senate to join the House in the
declaration of the great and essential principle of limitation.

We do not thus depart from the intent of the founders of
the Nation, Mr. President. Rather, we validate their prescient
warnings, Innumerable proofs are available. I content myself
with two. I take it that none will deny the authority of the
Federalist Papers as an interpretation of what was in the
minds of the constitutional fathers. In their tenth chapter is
this admonition :

Representatives must be raised to a certain number in order to
guard against the cabals of a few, and, however large it may be, they
must be limited to a certain number in order to guard against the
confusion of a multitude,

Precisely that sensible limitation the Senate now is invited
to join the Honse in registering, Again—and this is tre-
mendously significant and pertinent—the Federalist Papers in
their fifty-eighth chapter have this fo say:

In all legislative assemblies, the greater the number composing them,
the fewer will be the men who will in fact direct their proceed-
ings. * * * The people can never err more than in supposing that
by multiplying their representatives beyond a certain limit they
strengthen the barrler against the government of a few. Experience
will forever admonish them that, on the contrary, after securing a
sufficlent number for the purposes of safety, of local information, and
of diffusive sympathy with the whole society, they will counteract
their own views by every addition to their representatives. The
countenance of the government may become more democratic, but the
soul that animates it will be more oligarchic, The machine will be
enlarged, but the fewer, and often the more secret, will be the springs
by which its motions are directed.

I am sure the argument requires no further amplification
upon this score. A correct reflection of constitutional intent
and of contemporary necessity is plain as day. The Honse has
decided for itself that it wants limitation upon its total mem-
bership. This is the first time since 1840 that so courageous
and salutary a disposition has been evidenced. The Senate,
which is itself a limited body, can not in eonscience and public
duty do less than agree. The pending measure invites us to
join in this contribution to the best welfare of America’s
effectual democracy.

The PRESIDING OFFICHR (Mr. DALE in the chair). The
Senator from Michigan will suspend while the Chair makes
an announcement which, the Chair will state, does not take the
Senator from the floor.
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The hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business, which is House bill 11526,
the so-called cruiser bill

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I shall conclude very
briefly, and I am sorry to intrude even for 15 minutes upon
the time of the unfinished business, which I support with all my
heart and soul. -

DELEGATION OF POWER

Now we come to a feature of the apportionment bill which
is the subject of some attacks which, while no doubt well mean-
ing, are imaginary rather than real. They provide an execuse
rather than a reason for opposition. I refer to the ministerial
role assigned to the Secretary of Commerce, who is directed to
do a specific problem in arithmetic subsequent to each decennial
census. This arithmetic ultimately controls a reapportionment
only in the event that the next Congress after the completion of
a census fails promptly to meet its own independent constitu-
tional responsibility to make its own reapportionment on the
basis of any arithmetic which it chooses to consult. In other
words, there is no external intervention unless and nntil Con-
gress fails to do its own constitutional duty—as it has failed
for eight sterile years—and even then the external intervention
is merely the automatic operation of a rule which Congress
itself ordains and which Congress subsequently can revoke when-
ever it is thus minded.

Here is the theory of the pending measure as approved by the
House in respect of ifs own affairs. If Congress fails to reap-
portion in 1930-31, then automatically the House is reappor-
tioned in accordance with the tabulation transmitted by the
Secretary of Commerce in his ministerial capacity as provided
in the bill and as now ordered by this Congress. In such an
event he has no latitude or discretion of action. He enjoys no
legislative function. He is told by Congress to take the 18930
census counf, and by the method of so-called * major fractions
to divide it among the States into 435 congressional seats. There
can be no speculation as to the result. There is only one resuilt
which any mathematician can reach. Congress thus subordi-
nates its independent wisdom only to fundamental arithmetie,
which not even a congressional filibuster could succeed in deny-
}ng. Two and two inevitably make four in spite of sound and
ury.

Mark you, Mr. President, this arithmetic does not become
authoritative until after Congress has had a full, free, fair
chance to write its own reapportionment law on this or any
other basis which it may see fit to embrace. It is only in the
event that Congress again persists in contempt of the consti-
tutional mandate to “ apportion Representatives among the sey-
eral States, according to their respective numbers,” that an
automatie reapportionment occurs on the basis of the arithmetic
done by the Seeretary of Commerce. In other words, the bill
in this particular boils itself down to this. simple proposition.
The 1930 census must result in constitutional reapportionment
either (1) by the next Congress, according to its own free will
and aceord, or (2) according to a formula which Congress now
expresses the belief is the proper and suitable formula.

What are the conjured objections? .

First, it is argued by some distinguished gentlemen that this
is an unwarranted and even an unconstitutional delegation of
power to the Secretary of Commerce. But the truth is that it
is no delegation of “power” at all. It is the delegation of an
immutable problem in arithmetic and nothing else. It is the
delegation of the task of doing a straight sum in mathematics
to which there can be but one answer. This is purely minis-
terial. It is not legislative. It is not discretionary. Compare
this with the wide and vital discretions which Congress has sub-
let to the Interstate Commerce Commission or to the President
under the terms of the flexible tariff law. This latter delegation
of power goes to the very heart of congressional prerogatives,
Yet it has been upheld by the Supreme Court of the United
States, in J. W. Hampton, Jr., & Co. against the United States, a
decision rendered on April 9, 1928. The role of the Secretary
of Commerce under this bill is but the lengthened shadow of his
role when he takes the census itself. Congress does not iniqui-
tously sublet its constitutional funetions when it permits the
Commerce Department to enumerate the people. No more does
it violate any sensible rule when it asks him to apply a divisor,
named by Congress, to the results of his enumeration. I am
forced to say that gentlemen who criticize the alleged question-
able constitutionalism of this simple process which is aimed to
cure the larger and fundamental and paramount unconstitution-
alism of continuing denial of the first article in the Constitu-
tion, seem to strain at a gnat and to swallow a camel,

A second alleged objection is that we are attempting to bind
a future Congress and to strip it of autonomy. Such solicitude
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is touching but irrational. Hvery law we pass, Mr. President,
binds a future Congress unless and until a future Congress
changes it. We do not wipe out all the statutes every two
years. We amend or repeal that which proves serially ob-
jectionable. Precisely the same authority stays with any fu-
ture Congress in respect to this reapportionment rule. We
simply say that if a future Congress does not want to establish
its own rule in its own untrammeled right, then this present
rule shall apply. We do net estop independent action in the
future. We merely protect the integrity of the Constitution
against inaction; and such inertin, T am persunaded, is not a
congressional prerogative, even though it may be a habit.

For myself, Mr, President, I only regret that we can not
establish a rule which does bind the future in relation to this
constitutional fundament which involves the root sources not
only of the representative arm of the Government but also the
root sources of the Executive arm, as centrolled by the Electoral
College. There is no doubt about what the resurrected found-
ers of the Republic would say if they were here. Mr. Ran-
dolph, of Virginia, bluntly put it to the framers of the Con-
stitution in the Convention of 1787. He declared his appre-
hension lest “a pretext should never be wanting to postpone
alterations in apportionment and keep the power in the hands
of those who possessed it.” He frankly argued his fears
that “if the legislatures are left at liberty, they will never
readjust the representation.” He intended, in respect of these
legislatures, to “ tie their hands "—note the literal phrase bor-
rowed from Randolph himself—*in such a manner that they
could not sacrifice their trust to momentary consideration.”
He specifically warned that “if a fair representation of the
people be not thus secured, the injustice of the Government
will shake it to its foundations.” I could support him by
many other quotations from the great men who sat in that
God-inspired forum. Suffice it at this point, however, to drop
down to March 1, 1832, and to note prophetic words from the
lips of John Quincy Adams:

I should hope that a great and inveterate defeet in the apportionment
laws might be remedied. I would not prematurely despair of the Ee-
public, but my forebodings are dark, and the worst of them is in
contemplating the precipice before us.

No, Mr, President, if there is any legitimate criticism of a
weakness in this bill it is not that it does bind future Congresses
to obey the Constitution and to save us from the mockery and
the anomaly of unrepresentative representation. It is, rather,
that it does not thus bind. It does not bind any more than
precisely the same type of legislation in 1850 prevented a subse-
quent Congress from going back to the old practice. 'This bill
is no novelty. It had its forerunner, I repeat, in 1850. Neither
on the basis of precedent nor logic ean it be assailed to-day
simply because it undertakes to invoke an automatic reappor-
tionment in the event that the next Congress fails to initiate
its own interpretation of the 1930 census,

Ah, but it is thus wrong because it is anticipatory, another
critic says. But, Mr. President, better that great victimized
constituencies, robbed of their constitutional rights for nearly
a decade, should be permitted at least to “ anficipate” justice
at the hands of Congress than that they should see and hear
nothing but grandiloguent gestures which “keep the word of
promise to the ear and break it to the hope.” Personally I
should prefer, even at this late day, a straight-out reappor-
tionment, with a 435 limit, based upon the 1920 census. Thus
there would be no break in the continuity of congressional
fidelities. But it were silly, or even hypocritical, not to face
the realities.

The realities are these: First, this is the only reapportion-
ment legislation which the House will approve in the present
Congress ; second, the next Congress will face the 1930 census,
under which shifts in population will prove to have been so
much greater than under the 1920 census that the human diffi-
culties which have prevented a 1920 reapportionment will be
multiplied to an extent to make 1930 reapportionment all but
impossible; third, thus we shall drift to 1940—drifting all the
while toward such resentments as in other days led our fore-
fathers to actual revolt against the tyranny of taxation without
representation.

We face a condition, not a theory. Senators who in such
circumstance ecling to theory and ignore conditions may be
utterly conscientious—and I never quarrel with conscience—
but they put us at the mercy of a quorum of mere words.
Candor compels us to judge the future by the past. If this bill
fails on the responsgibility of the Senate, then all reapportion-
ment fails for many years to come. Thus constitutionalism
fails. Those who may be content to embrace the counsels of
perfection as an excuse for rejecting the realities of fact in this
vicissitude assume a hazardous responsibility.
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MAJOR FRACTIONS

The bill provides that “the method of major fractions” shall
be used in handling the arithmetic incident to the ultimate
computation and allocation of Representatives. It is a specific
and standard method with an identified meaning for mathe-
maticians, I confess that it is something like an income-tax
return in baffling the layman. But so is any other of the pos-
sible fraction methods that might be embraced. In other words,
“major fractions " suffer no greater infirmity upon this score
than would any other kindred recourse. I will endeavor to
submit the contemplation in the plainest language possible.

Since 1790 there have been three different “ fraction meth-
ods ™ used in determining apportionment among population re-
mainders in the States after populations have been divided by
the accepted quota figure.

So-called * rejected fractions” were used from 1790 to 1830.
Since they were long since “ rejected” in fact as well as name,
it is needless to dwell upon them. They permitted no repre-
sentation for any fraction, large or small.

Then so-called “major fractions” were used in the single
reapportionment of 1840. This was the only reapportionment
whieh actually reduced the total size of the House.

Then from 1850 to 1900 the so-called * Vinton method " was
substituted. It broke down in certain ultimate anomalous sit-
nations in which it became evident that the larger the fraction
the smaller the chance of its recognition.

In 1910, the last year that any reapportionment hill passed
both branches of Congress, despite the plain mandate of the
Constitution to the contrary, Congress returned to “major
fractions.,” It was used in 1921 in the House bill which the
Senate pigeonholed. It is used in the present bill. It is the
method under which the sitting House was chosen. It is the
method which the House has refused to change in connection
with the present legislation. It is a refinement of the 1840
method as improved under the auspices of Prof. Walter F.
Willcox, of Cornell University, who has been chief statistician
for the Bureau of the Census.

The only controversy to-day is between so-called “ major frac-
tions " and a new system of so-called “ equal proportions.” The
difference between the two methods is this: “ Major fractions”
reapportions the House absolutely on the basis of straight popu-
lation. *“ HEqual proportions"” reapportions on the basis of a
ratio between the individual in a given State and the whole .
population of that State.

Suppose Congress should want to make the total House nrem-
bership 436 instead of 435. Who would get the 436th Congress-
man? According to “ major fractions,” that State would get the
436th Congressman which has the largest absolute number of
unrepresented people—in other words, the State with the largest
actual remainder. According to “ equal proportions,” that State
wonld get the four hundred and thirty-sixth Congressman in
which its own unrepresented portion bears the highest ratio to
the total population of the State. “Equal proportions,” in
other words, is a mathematical subterfuge to cheat actual
equality in the consideration given to citizens in different States.
“Major fractions” is the method whereby every citizen, re-
gardless of habitat, has the same weight in the apportionment
to remainders. Under “ major fractions” every State with more
than 50 per cent of a remainder after its population is divided
by the key apportionment number, gets a Congressman. A State
having less than a 50 per cent remainder never gets the extra
Congressman. Under “equal proportions” the reverse may be
true.

The actual net differenee between the two methods, of eourse,
is small. It would have affected the seats of but three Con-
gressmen on the basis of the 1920 census.

I submit that we should retain * major fractions™: (1) Be-
cause it is the method approved by the House which should con-
trol its own problenr in this respect; (2) because it is the method
of the last reapportionment, the one under which the present
Congress sits; (3) becaunse it is the only method by which
unadulterated recognition is given to straight population com-
parisons between the States—and it was the constitutional
intent that population should be paramount in dictating House
membership and apportionment; (4) because any other method
now available would be an untried experiment. We learned
through the “Vinton method” how treacherous these experi-
menfs may be. Certainly it is no time to embrace experiurents
when we are writing whbat purports to be a permanent and
automatie system for future reapportionments,

CONCLUSION

Mr, President, I have concluded my analysis and discussion
of this bill. I shall hope that the Scnate ghortly will permit
it to come to a vote. I have omitted nothing pertinent to the
real issue before us—namely, the practical possibility of getting
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legislation that will cure the existing constitutional mockery.
By the same token I have refused to follow detours into irrele-
vant matters. For example, I have not discussed the interesting
suggestion that the enumeration for apportionment purposes
should count * citizens ” instead of “ people.” That proposition
must stand upon its own subsequent merits. It requires a con-
stitutional amendment. It does not belong in this debate.
Neither have I discussed the much-mooted fourteenth and fif-
teenth amendments to the Constitution. This guestion of the
allezed denial of suffrage to certain ecitizens raises an issue of
fact—namely, Is the right of suffrage unconstitutionally
abridged?—a faet violently controverted; it raises an issue of
law—namely, if the denial were proven to exist, does not the
fifteenth amendment direet offended parties to the Supreme
Court for relief, instead of to the Congress, as might have been
the ecase if the fourteenth amendment stood alone? James G.
Blaine specifically made this latter deduction in his great
Twenty Years of Congress.

I repeat, Mr. President, that 1 have deliberately omitted such
collateral considerations in this discussion, precisely as I think
it is the duty of the Senate to omit them from the scope of its
immediate decision. Our immediate problem deserves to be
settled without complication. The paramount importance of the
basic challenge entitles it to an unhampered day in the forum
of this parliament. All such by-products were excluded from
the bill by the House most intimately affected by its terms. We
do well to emnlate this example. :

The bill may not suit all Senators either in detail or prospec-
tus. It is not altogether such a bill as I should have preferred.
For example, 1 repeat that I dislike to leave a 10-year blemish
on the constitutional record of the Congress by failure to have
reapportioned pursuant to the 1920 census. But that blemish
merely would be hidden—it could not be cured—by eleventh-
hour repentance on the eve of another censns. Infinitely
greater will be the blemish if in a quarrel over past iniquities
we here create a further and continuing iniquity which this
bill would cure. Pride of opinion in such a moment deserves to
be subordinated to pride of accomplishment.

Ever sinee I arrived in this Chamber, where I now gratefully
acknowledge my colleagues have been uniformly considerate
and hospitable, Senators have told me that reapportionment
was simply awaiting House initiative. Although I disagreed
with the attitude, I repeatedly heard it said that this is in-
herently *the business of the House.” You know the familiar
idiom, *“ When the House acts the Senate will agree.”

Well, Mr. President, the House did act in 1921 and the Sen-
ate did not agree, although in times past the Senate passed
8 out of 13 House reapportionment measures without amend-
ment. Once more the House has acted. Once more we are put
to the proofs of the good faith with which the Senate has
excused its own share of responsibility for eight years of failure
to validate the fundaments of the Constitution. The Senate
committee to which this bill was referred reported it back with-
out amendment in 24 legislative hours. I dare to hope that the
Senate now will discharge its own final responsibilities to the
Constitution with like wisdom and like decision.

Abraham Lincoln found it possible to utter this confident
challenge in his first inaugural message:

Think, if you can, of a single instance in which a plainly written
provision of the Constitution has ever been denied.

It is a hapless commentary that Lincoln, if here, would not
dare to repeat that challenge in this modern day and age. It
is doubly dangerous that he could not utter it within this con-
gressional sanctuary.

Senators, such a situation can not go on. Its implications are
too hazardous. The country must find here in its Congress a
dependable example in fidelity. Here and now the Senate con-
fronts an acid test. We and we alone can save this situation.
The Constitution pleads with us for friendly ears.

It was not made with the mountains,
It is not one with the deep:

Men, not gods, devised it,
Men, not gods, must keep.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I wish to join
with the Senator from Michigan in urging prompt and favorable
action upon the measure which the Senate by a record vote
agreed to consider. I can conceive of no responsibility resting
upon the public servants of the American people greater than
that of preserving representative government as defined in the
Constitution of the United States. We may err about this or
that piece of legislation; we may make mistakes in other fea-
tures of our public service; but if we lack the capacity and the
purpose to meet our basie obligations as defined in the Con-
stitution providing for the preservation of real representative
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'govefnment. we are unworthy of the confidence of the American
people.

I consider it a blot upon the record of the Congress of the
United States that for eight years we have failed to comply
with a plain primary duty intrusted to us by the Constitution
of the United States. The apportionment of Representatives in
the Congress is not a political question; it is a patriotic ques-
tion. It is a question of public servants showing to the Amer-
ican people their faith in and observance of the very essence
of the fundamental law. The worst nullifier of the Constitu-
tion of the United States for the past eight years has been the
Congress of the United States. Its conduct has been nothing
else but plain, deliberate, intentional nullification, disregard, and
disrespect for the people’s chief political safeguard and guaranty
of hl_}e_rt:;, the Constitution. Some of those responsible for this
condition are those who go about through the country preach-
ing about the sacredness of the Constitution, pleading that it
must be preserved in its integrity, and accusing men who sug-
gest remedial changes in our Constitution as being enemies of
our Gm:ernment and enemies of our Constitution and of giving
expression to Bolshevistic views. Some of the people claiming
to be * holier than thou” in Americanism are the very persons
who are responsible for this outrageous nullification,

Mr. President, I come from a State which, under this appor-
tionment bill, will lose one of its Representatives. What has
that fact to do with this question? How can I justify nulli-
fication from selfish motives? It makes the offense less con-
donable. Massachusetts should lose one of its Representatives,
if other States have increased in population in excess of the
increase that has been made in the State which I have the
honor in part to represent. It is not a question of which
State shall have the largest number of Representatives, which
State shall lose Representatives, or which State shall gain
Representatives; it is a question of giving honest representation
to the States entitled to such and ending false and dishonest
representation in the Congress. It is a question of preserving
and giving expression to the plain terms and obligations of the
Constitution. It is a question of preventing a clique in the
Congress from setting up a government that supersetles consti-
tutional government.

Mr. President, this question, it seems to me, is primarily one
that we would ordinarily expect the House of Representatives
to settle for itself. The House has given us its judgment: its
verdict is here. Why should we hesitate to accept that judg-
ment on a matter which very intimately and very particularly
relates to the future composition and membership of that
branch of the Congress?

Let us abandon dilatory tactics on this measure; let us
hesitate to filibuster upon a question that tests our capacity to
give expresgion and fidelity to a fundamental prineiple of our
Constitution. . Let us demonstrate to the people of this country
that we are sincerely intent in our purpose to preserve, 1
repeat, representative government—true representative govern-
ment—in America. That is the chief and in fact the only
question that is at issue here. I plend with my fellow Senators
in the case of this one particular measure to show the American
people that we are not lacking in capacity to perform a plain,
simple, and elementary duty that preserves to them one of their
most sacred constitutional rights,

I sincerely hope that early action will be taken, and I sug-
gest to the Senator from Michigan that he try to reach an
understanding with the leader of the majority party to hold
night sessions, to make this bill a special order for certain
nights, when it will be discussed and debated, if debate is to be
held, and that final action be had upon this measure if upon
nothing else during this session. I place this bill in importance
above every other measure before the Senate of the United
States, and in saying that I am not unmindful of the impor-
tance of other pending measures.

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield.

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to ask the Senator a ques-
tion as to the urgency of action on this bill. I see the bill
itself does not contain any provision that will affect the next
election of Members of Congress; that it does not take effect
really for four years, Why should we get in such a hurry to
act on it? The bill provides that action shall be taken after
the next census, the taking of which has not even commenced.
We have not even passed the law to provide for the taking of
the next census. There are two sessions of Congress before
anything can happen under this bill. The bill itself is four
years dilatory.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, The bill is eight years dila-
tory. An apportionment bill should have been passed eight
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years ago. I suppose anyone can find excuses or reasons for
postponing action, but we have waited eight long years for the
judgment of the House of Representatives, They once gave it
to us six years ago, but by dilatory tactics we defeated that
bill. It is asserted we are going to do that now; it is asserted
that a handful of Senators here propose to prevent action upon
this bill, and that the Senate will again have the responsibility
of delay. We have, I repeat, the judgment of the House of
Representatives, the body primarily interested, the branch of
Congress which is particularly affected by this proposed legls-
lation. How any Senator other than one actuated solely by
considerations of selfish motives and selfish interests ean oppose
this amendment is beyond my understanding. I can not con-
ceive why there should be any more delay here on the bill than
there was in committee, which, to its credit, within 24 hours
unanimously reported in favor of the passage of this measure.
If we could fully realize what this measure means in the ex-
ample of respect for law, in this instance fundamental law, it
would illustrate to the country, we would in 24 hours pass the
bill and go on record as favoring the action taken by the House.

Mr. BROOKHART. Then why not make it effective at once
by applying it to ‘the present census?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I should be very glad to
make it effective at once, so far as I am concerned, but I repeat
that would only mean that the Senate would be differing with
the House, and that the House could accuse us of trying to
substitute our judgment as to the composition of that body
for their own judgment, and we would be in chaos once more.
It seems to me the thing to do now, having their judgment, is
not longer to delay acting on the measure.

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator approves of the House
action in postponing the time for the taking effect of the bill for
two years?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do, sir, because there is
nothing else to do under the circumstances. If I had my way
and was drafting this bill—and I would have presented it long
ago—I would have had it applied to the census of 1920; but,
1 repeat, the bill reflects the judgment of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and there is nothing else for us to do, it seems to me,
but to act and act promptly, and that I urge.

Mr. BROOKHART. Would not this bill be a direct precedent
for approving the passing over of a whole 10 years after the
taking of a census without a reapportionment?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Whatever this bill may do,
1 hope our action will not be a precedent; I hope the action of
the Congress in delaying its plain duty all these years will not
be a precedent. The country should be spared any further
exhibition of defiance of liberty, for liberty must begin with
respect for law by lawmakers, Had the amendment fo the Con-
stitution which the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] pro-
posed been adopted by the House during the last six years we
would not have, in my opinion, some of the criticism that exists
in the country to-day because of the failure of the Senate to act
promptly on a good many measures,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to say to the Senator that, while I do
not agree with him that we should avoid making an amendment
to the bill if we think there ought to be one, I do most heartily
agree with the Senator that this measure is very important, and
I should like to ask him why he thinks we ought to pass the bill
in the exact form in which the House passed it

Mr. WALSH of Massachusefts. I have not urged that, sir.
I have said that this bill represented the judgment of the House
and that we ought not to interfere with it by amendments in
such a way as to cause a deadlock between the two branches
and eause the bill to fail.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, that might occur.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, But the faet that the mem-
bers of the Senate committee, representing both political parties,
including a number of Senators from States most affected by
this bill, have unanimously approved it has great weight
with me.

Mr. NORRIS. It has with me algo; I am not considering the
report of the committee lightly, but all legislation here, no
matter whether it affects the Senate directly or the House of
Representatives directly, it seems to me, ought to be considered
on the basis of what is the consensus of opinion and the judg-
ment of the Senate as to what is wise in the matter of amend-
ment.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts,

I think the Senator will

agree with me that this is somewhat different from the average
bill; that this measure is particularly and intimately connected
with and associated with the work and the composition of the
House of Representatives.
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Mr. NORRIS. That is true.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And while it is true we
ought to examine it with care and make amendments if we think
it advisable to do so, yet such action on our part should not
delay the passage of the bill

Mr. NORRIS. But the country is also directly and inti-
mately interested in anything that concerns the House of Rep-
resentatives. I do not mean any disrespeet to them; I do not
know that I would favor an amendment such as suggested by
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooKHART] ; but, at least, it is per-
fectly proper to debate it, and I would vote for an amendment
if I believed it would improve the bill. If we should amend it,
the House would have the opportunity of agreeing to our amend-
ment or of disagreeing and putting it into conference and
thrashing out the difference.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am very glad to get the
Senator’s view. I wounld expect a Senator who has stood so
valiantly in this country for pure representative government to
be militantly supporting a measure of this kind. It seems to me
at least that those of us who have claimed to represent an
intent to protect representative government should do our
utmost to secure favorable actlon in the Senate upon this
measure.

Mr, NORRIS. I am wondering from what the Senator has
said if there is opposition to this bill from some Senators on
the ground that some States would lose membership in the
House of Representatives,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is brazenly declared in
the press and it 18 whispered about here, and it is said that
that opposition comes from fthe group which has opposed appor-
tionment bills in the past from the particular States whose
representation would be diminished.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will have to modify that state-
ment. I was a Member of the House of Representatives when
we passed a bill of this kind, and I was strongly opposed to the
bill which we passed, on the ground that it increased the
membership at that time, and I did not think the membership
ought to be increased. The number of Representatives was
something over 300 then, I do not think the membership of the
House ought to be increased now, although, like the Senator,
I in part represent a State that would lose one Representative if
this bill should pass. I should like to vote for an amendment
that would cut down the membership.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So should I if there was any
hepe of getting the House to concur, o

Mr. NORRIS. I have just been talking with a Member of the
House of Representatives who opposed this bill in the House,
and yet he frankly admitted to me that the House of Repre-
sentatives ought to be cut down in membership. He had other
reasons for his opposition to it. There is no disguising the
fact, however, that the House of Representatives is too large
to do good work as a legislative body. I have always been
afraid that we would get a bill over here that would increase
the membership of the House, and I should hate to see that kind
of a bill passed.

Doth the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VAxpENBERG] agree that this is a very important
measure, and I think much more important than the cruiser
bill that is now the unfinished business; and yet both the
Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from Michigan
have been discussing this bill while the eruiser bill was offi-
cially before the Senate, and it is before the Senate now. If
the reapportionment bill is of this importance, why does not
the Senator from Massachuseits or the Senator from Michigan
make a motion to take it up, and let up dispose of it officially?
We ean not get very far with it if we do our debating while
some other bill is before the Senate.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, 1 think the Senator will
agree that I have not consumed very much of the time of the
Senate in discussion of this bill. I think I have had the floor
about 15 minutes, half of which time has been devoted to
answering gquestions.

I can well understand, in view of the Senator’s attitude
toward the cruiser bill, why he shounld welcome a motion to have
that bill displaced. This is a bill that I should vote for to
displace the cruiser or any other bill. I do not care at this
time to assume authority for its direction and leadership, how-
ever. The Senator from Michigan is responsible for that; and
if the Senator from Nebraska can induce him to make a mo-
tion to that effect I shall be glad to join with the Senator in
voting for it. In conclusion, let me urge with special em-
phasis that we act promptly and favorably upon this bill. We
owe it to ourselves, to the prestige and dignity of the Senate,
and above all to our fellow countrymen to act.
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CONSTRUCTION OF CRUISERS

The Senate, as in Conunittee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11526) to authorize the construc-
tion of certain naval vessels, and for other purposes,

Mr, HALE. Mr. President, the unfinished business which is
now before the Senaie is a matter of very great importance
1o the nativnal defense,

1 reported this bid from the Committee on Naval Affairs of
the Seuate Iast May. Since that time I have been trying to get
action on the bill alinost every day that the Senate has been in
session, Hitherto I have not been successful.

I realize that debate on the bill is legitimate, and I expect
that there will be debate on it; but I should like to ask the
Senate to stick as closely as possible to the subject matter of
the bill. There are a number of very important appropriation
bil:s that have to go through at this session, and 1 do not want
to see them blocked. If Senators will give their attent@on
to this bill, and will stick to the subject matter, we can get action
on it, I think, within a very few days.

1 huave already, on January 3, muade a speech explaining the
purposes of the bill. The senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Swansox] has made a very able and full explanation of the
bill. o has the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr, TYDINGS].
I am now ready to go aliead with the bi.d and with the amend-
ments to the bill. There is but cne committee amendment;
and unless Senators wish to talk on the general subject matter
of the bill at this time I should like to go ahead with that
amendmeit.

Mir. BORAH. Mr. President, 1 desire to discuss a matter
which becomes velevant by reason of an amendment which I
propose to offer later. I can either present the matter now or
I can present it at « later time, whichever best suits the con-
venience of the Senator from Maine,

Mr. HALE. It will be entirely satisfactory to me if the Sen-
ator will present it now.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the-amendment which I propose
to offer reads as follows:

First, That the Congress favors a restatement and recodification of
the rules of Iaw governing the conduct of belligerents and neuirals in
wir at sea.

Secend, That such restatement and recodification should be brought
aboul if practically possible prior to the meeting of the Conference on
the I.hmitation of Armaments in 1931,

There are two phases of this guestion of preparedness. One
is the mechanical side, we might call it, that of armaments.
The other is the economic side, or, as we might call it, the
human side, :

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an
interruption?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.,

Mr. WATSON., IDoes anybody object to the Senator’s pro-
posed amendment?

Mr. BORAH. It was not reported by the committee.

Mr. WATSON. Was it before the committee for action?

Mr. BORAH. It was.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator does not provide, I notice, by
the terms of his amendment, as to how this recodification shall
be brought about. Does he intend to explain how that should
be done?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

I did not put into this amendment a specific provision that
the President should call the conference, for the reason that it
is not necessary to do that. My desire is to have an expression
of view upon the part of the Senate as to the wisdom of doing
so. I could put in, as I did formerly with reference to the
disarmament conference, an authorization for calling one; but
such authorization is not essential to the President’s action. He
may do so as well without it as with it.

Mr, President, I think we are on the eve of a naval race with
Great Britain. The situation is not dissimilar to the situation
existing between Germany and Great Britain from 1805 fto
1914, Of course, so far as the governinents are concerned, there
will be, as there always is, the assertion of the utmost friend-
liness, and that there is no intention to engage in a naval race.
That was true with reference to the expressions of the Govern-
ments of Germany and England from 1905 to 1914. The fact is,
however, that we are building a navy looking at England, and
England iz building a navy looking at us; and the discussions
here and the discussions in Great Britain show unmistakably
that the two Governments are building with reference to each
other’s action. -

The basic principles for a naval race are already admitted
in this discussion. There must be some reason for this, I
assume that neither Government would wish to expend large
sums of money for the building of battleships or cruisers unless
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there really was some justification for it. Whether or not that
justification is a sound one, it is a controlling one, in my judg-
ment, in this particular situation.

Before stating what I conceive to be the controlling reason
for this, let me call attention to a book which has just been
published by Commander Kenworthy, who is now a member of
the British Parliament.

In discussing the subject of naval building in this book, en-
titled * Peace or War,” we find statements which are exceedingly
interesting in view of the fact that they can be almost dupli-
cated from the literature between Germany and England from
1905 to 1914,

At page 112 of this book he says:

The European nations, on the other hand, resent the supposed superi-
ority complex of the United States, hate her for demanding repayment
of the debits, and are jealous of her wealth and material prosperity. Is
what I say doubted? Ask any American tourist or business man who
knows Europe. If events move in the next 10 years as they have moved
in the last 9 years, England will stand at the head of a European
federation, a federation of mutual mistrust and disappointment with
America.

Farther on, I read:

When the English newspaper with the largest circulation and prob-
ably the greatest individual influence began to attack America in its
columng, just as it had attacked Germany before the war, and France
at the beginning of the century, officlal influence was brounght to bear
on its owner who, hurriedly, over his own signature, wrote an article
in another of his newspapers denouncing the eriticism and praising the
United States. The successful editor, with great prestige in British
Jjournalism, who bad initiated the attacks on America was dismissed,
and it was hoped the incident was forgotten. But now the attacks have
begun again. * Let the eagle scream,” say the hack writers in London
and are answered by the brothers of the pen in the States.

At page 117 it is said:

For 300 years the English pecple have been schooled by a ceaseless
propaganda into belleving that their future lies upon the waters, that
their bread and butter depends upon sea power and that only by an
overwhelming navy can the prosperity, the power, and the very existence
of the British Empire be maintained. 8o long as war is a legal process
and the ultimate means of settling disputes between peoples, this doe-
trine is sound. Any nation threatening British hegemony at sea has
incurred the hostility of the British ruling class and their lead bas been
followed by the British people. Spain, Holland, France, Germany, each
in turn threatened British sea power, and each in turn was fought and
overthrown.

In the periods of reaction after every war, the Admiralty has been
hard put teo it to extract the necessary money from a depleted treasury
to maintain an overwhelmingly strong navy. In order to wring credits
from Parliament, it has been necessary to point to a bogey, a menace
to Britain's sea power. At the beginning of this century, France; yes-
terday, Germany ; to-day, whom?

In the years immediately following the armistice, the British Ad-
miralty sutomatically indicated Awmerica, the next strongest sea power,
as the potential enemy, just as they tend to indicate Ameriea again
to-day. Now the policy of the British Admiralty is simplicity itself.
It is to malntain a navy, with the requisite fortified harbors and bases,
of such strength as to be able to overbear any rival. * * * It must
be realized that the Board of Admiralty is normally able to force its
will upon any British government.

In recent years it forced its own sghipbuilding policy upon the re-
luctant government of Ramsay MacDonald, the first socialist government
in England. The Board of Admiralty knows not party polities ; and when
an overwhelming conservative majority, under Mr. Baldwin, took the
place of the labor government, it coerced that government in council and
inflicted a defeat on the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Winston
Churchill, the most powerful individual minister in British political
life, in the cabinet councils, -

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. In just a minute.

Again, on page 120, it is said:

Military tourpaments, naval reviews, parades of troops, are becoming
popular again in England. The annual aerial pageant, staged by the
air force ncar London, is becoming a great national festival. It always
winds up with a mimic battle in which dummy towns are blown to
pieces by real bombs dropped by war airplanes. This part of the
spectacle Is the most popular with the crowds. True, there have been
a few cinematograph flms showing the horrors of war, and one film
advertising the League of Nations. But they are not so popular as
frankly propagandist films produced in England with the assistance of
the British War Officc and Admiralty glorifying war. Whilst British
statesmen prate of peace £115,000,000 a year, far more than the tax-
payers can afford, is spent on armaments.

I might take the time of the Senate to read equally significant
statements from our own country, from the press, even from
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some of the speeches in the Senate. We are repeating the argu-
ments and reasserting the surmises of the old days before the
World War.

To my mind the reason for this disturbance, for this uneasi-
ness, and for this appeal which is being made successfully is
the conditions with reference to sea law, or maritime law.
When the great World War closed there was no such thing as
a rule or a principle of law to guide and control the use and
operation of commerce on the seas. That is the condition of
affairs to-day. If a ship engaged in commerce puts out from
one of our ports it has no assurance, if war breaks out any-
where, that the ship will not be intercepted or that it will not be
dealt with under the rules of dominancy of tlie sea, and regard-
less of what the rights of a neutral ought to be. The legitimate
foreign commerce of all nations has no protection other tham
that of force.

This is the one thing which enables those who are interested
in building great navies to argue with success the necessity of
a great navy. If there is no rule to govern the use of the seas
save the rule of force, necessarily those who are engaged in com-
merce will look to their governments for protection based upon
force, and the governments will necessarily supply it: Theories
and plans for peace will give way before the demand of vast
interests for protection, and the gquestion is, Can that protection
be given by law or must it depend alone upon navies? I want to
try the protection of law.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, before the Senator started to

disenss the subject matter of his amendment he made the state-
ment, as I caught it, that he believed this legislation was the
forerunner of a race between the nations for naval supremacy.
I wanted to ask him how he believes it possible for the coun-
tries to engage in a race for naval supremacy when, as I under-
stand the pending bill, we are providing for ships well under
the maximum provided by the only successful disarmament con-
ference the world has ever known, the one in Washington in
1920.
Mr. BORAH. That will end in 1931, and of course this is
gimply a preliminary to what will transpire, if some under-
standing is not reached for the removal of those things which
seem to make large navies necessary. The Senator must admit
that if there is no understanding with reference to the use of
the sea by neutral ships for commerce, no law governing if,
and if the protection to which they are entitled depends entirely
upon navies, navies will be increased from time to time in
accordance with the demands of those who are using the sea,
for the protection of the commerce of the countries. It is my
belief that while all obstacles can not be removed, and all con-
troversies can not be put at ease, a vast amount may be done
by a complete agreement as to the rights of neutrals in the use
of the sea. I feel that we ought, not in the spirit of antagonism
but in a spirit of friendliness, seek an agreement with the
greaf naval powers on this question of maritime law.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield forther,
1 have not indicated any opposition to the Senator's amendment.
As far as I understand it, I can see no objection to having a
clear definition of the law of the sea as proposed. I simply
reverted to the statement the Senator had made in opening
hig discussion, that there was plain indication of a race for
naval supremacy between the nations of the world, and in asking
the question how that ean be, with the limitations so clearly
fixed by the only successfnl disarmament conference ever held,
unless in some future conference, perhaps the one in 1931, as it
is automatically to be ecalled under the terms of the Washington
conference, such increase should be permitted. At the present
moment the increase is not permitted, and in 1931 we will sit
around the table just the same as every other nation, I presume,.
and sincerely hope and trust against further increases, and, if
possible, I certainly hope it will be that there will be further
decreases.

Mr, BORAH. Mr, President, we are not- builiding these 15
eruisers mevely in order that we may comply with the treaty
which we made. That has not been the basis of discussion.
Nobody has referred to it. The discussion has been over the
question, What is the size of England’s Navy? Parity! The
burden of every argument about cruisers is this—England has
more than we have. :

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SHIPSTEAD in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Ar-
kansas?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. There is no limitation im-
posed, as yet, on the construction of cruisers by agreement
between nations.

Mr. BORAH. No. That is correct.

Mr. EDGE. That is true.
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Mr. HALE. The Senator surely does not think we are trying
to get a navy superior to that of England, does he?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I do think so; but not by this bill,
that is the ultimate aim.
for?

Mr. HALE. Not by this bill, certainly.

Mr. BORAH. Let me make my position plain. If we can not
have an agreement with reference to the use of the sea, if our
commerce depends for ifs protection entirely upon our Navy, if
Englynd stays with the proposition that she proposes to domi-
nate the sea, we will build a navy superior to England's un-
doubtedly. In my judgment, it is just as inevitable as time.
If there can not be an agreement as fo disarmament and an
agreement with reference to the righis of neutrals, the United
States will go forward until she will build a navy which will
prevent interference with the commerce of the United States, in
case any nation sees fit to undertake to interfere with it.

: )Il;. HALE. And the Senator thinks that we should not do
that?

Mr. BORAH. I think we should, if that happens; bnt I
think, in the first place, before we do that, and before we start
on a naval rase, we ought to make every effort possible, first,
to bring about a complete nnderstanding with the naval powers
with reference to naval building: and, secondly, a complete
understanding with reference to the freedom of the seas. If
it is impossible to have an understanding with reference to the
freedom of the seas, if it is impossible to have an understanding
with reference to the size of navies, then, if it is for the protec-
tion of our commerce, we will undoubtedly build what we think
is necessary to protect our commerce, and all the arguments in
the world will not militate against the prime necessity of the
United States protecting her commerce. We may proteet it
without building a navy, and I hope we can, but if we can not,
we will undoubtedly build a navy. Let us try in every honor-
able way to avoid that program,

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, does not the Senator think that
we would be in a better position to get such an agreement if we
showed that we were stroug?

Mr. BORAH. They know we are strong. There is no doubt
in their minds that we are strong.

Mr. HALE. Yes; but just now we do not happen to be
strong in the particular eclass of ships covered by this bill.

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will strike out of thig bill the
time limit, so as to give the negotiating power complete froe-
dom to negotiate during the coming year or two with reference
to disarmament and the freedom of the seas, I will cease my
discussion, and vote for the bill,

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator think we could get further
with paper ships than with ships that are under actual con-
struction?

Mr. BORAH. I think we could. I think that if we had the
authority to build 15 ships, or more or less, whatever we
thought was necessary, and if the negotiating power had that
authority behind him, he could negotiate just as successfully
as if we had started building the ships.

Mr, HALE. Why does the Senator think so?

Mr. BORAH. 1 think so for a number of reasons.

Mr. HALE. I can not conceive what they can be.

Mr, BORAH. There are a great many people who take a dif-
ferent view of it. But I think we can so proceed as to possibly
=ecure what we desire without spending so much of the over
burdoned taxpayers' money. ;

Mr. HALE. Does not the Senator think that Great Britain
wounld rather have the status quo maintained, as far as freedom
of the seas is concerned, as long as she has naval supremacy?

Mr. BORAH. I presume that is true, if that was all there
was to it.

Mr. HALE. The Senator thinks that?

Mr. BORAH. I presume that is true, yes; if everything
could stop there.

Mr. HALE. Then does the Senator think that England
would be in any great hurry to enter into an agreement that
would change that state of affairs?

Mr. BORAH. I think that the United States, with our
strength and our capacity to do what will be necessary if no
agreement is reached, ean afford to be patient and considerate
in her first efforts to secure an agreement. I believe we should
make all reasonable sacrifice to aveid a great naval race.

Mr. HALE. Is there any better way we could show that than
by going ahead and building ships?

Mr. BORAH. While we are conducting these negotiations
I want to save the taxpayer, if it is possible to do s0. I do not
want to have the Governinent build 15 eruisers if it is not neces-
sary to do so. In my judgment—and the Senator knows it is
the judgment also of the administration, and I presume they
are in a position to know as much about it as we are—with

But
What was the $800,000,000 proposed
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thisg bill passed and the time limit taken out the President of
the United States would be in a position to effectuate results as
fully and completely as if we were building the ships, and in
the meantime we would not have been to the expense of build-
ing them.

"I\Ir HALE. Does not the Senator think that if the time limit
were taken out the President would still go ahead with the
construction of the ships at the present time?

Mr. BORAH., No. If I thought so I would not ask to have
it taken out. I believe the President would like to save this
expenditure,

Mr. HALE. The Senator does not think so?
Mr. BORAH. No. I think he would seck first an agreement.
Mr. HALE. In spite of the stress the President has laid

upon the importance of having not paper ships but ships?

Mr. BORAH. The President has said that he would like to
see the time limit taken out.

Mr. HALE. Yes; the President has said that, and that has
always been the President’s view with regard to building
eruisers. We had that question up before in connection with the
matter of building the last three of the eight cruisers provided
geveral vears ago, The President took the same view then, and
the Congress fook the view that we were the ones to provide and
maintain a Navy, and we did appropriate for the ships.

Mr. EDGE. Just one more question, Mr. President. Is it not
well to consider the future in the light of our experience in the
past? As I reeall, when the successful disarmament conference
was held in 1920, discnssing the limitation of battleships, the
position of the United States was one of having a Iarger number
of ships of that character than other nations, or being stronger,
and it seemed to have a very decided effect upon our ability to
secure disarmament agreements, so far as they refer to those
ships.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from New Jersey
is repeatedly referring to the great results of the Washington
conference. When one analyzes the results of the conference,
he must reach the conclusion that it merely postponed the real
igsues underlying the question of naval disarmament,

Mr. EDGE. The Senator admits that it made some headway,
does he not?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is true that the United
States made a great sacrifice. We destroyed a large number of
first-class. battleships in process of construection. and the com-
petition in the building of other destructive war vessels, at least
as far as other naval powers were concerned, went right ahead.
What is the use of limiting one class of ships and leaving other
classes of ships unlimited? What is the advantage to the United
States in pursuing that system of limitation, particularly when
it is made to apply to those vessels of greatest interest and
value to the United States?

I say that a study of the results of the Washington confer-
ence, and the history of events subsequent to that conference,
will convince one that he is not justified in boasting that the con-
ference accomplished great results.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, as I said in my opening re-
marks, there are two sides to this question of preparedness.
The only phase of it that the Senator from New Jersey and the
Senator from Maine are willing to think about is that of build-
ing ships. I want security for our commerce but I feel that
much may be done to enjoy that security aside from building
cruisers. I feel, too, that we are under the highest obligation
to protect the American taxpayer.

There is another side to this question aside from battleships,
and I think I might read a paragraph from President Coolidge’s
message which I believe states it adequately. He said:

The one weak place in the whole line [of our defense] is our still
stupendous war debt. In any modern campaign dollars are the shock
troops. With a depleted treasury in the rear no army can maintain
itself in the field. A country loaded with debt is a country having no
first-line defense. Economy is the handmaid of preparedness. If we
wish to be able to defend ourselves to the full extent of our power in
the future we shall decide as soon as possible to finish payment for the
last war, otherwise we would face a crisis with a part of our capital
resonrces already expended.

When we are building navies and organizing armies there is
the other side of the guestion, and that is the extent to which
we are depleting our economic power. Modern wars are wars
of the people. They are no longer conflicts between armies and
navies. They are conflicts between nations and peoples, and
every element of national strength and every ingredient of strong
and wholesome nationals are involved in wars in these days.
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The citizen and not the soldier is the true measure of the na-
tion’s strength in war as well a8 in peace. The economic and
finaneial power of a nation will ultimately determine the gues-
tion of victory. We should consider, when we are considering
building programs, the question of our debt, of our taxes, of
our economie strength, and of our financial power. Therefore,
any program that postpones to a reasonable time the expendi-
ture of money until we can know whether agreements can be had
which remove the necessity of the expenditure seems to me a
reasonable program of preparedness, It seems to me just and
fair to those upon whom the burden of building falls,

It is for that reason that it has seemed to me we could very
well afford to say that we will cut out the time limit in the
bill and that we will then propose during the coming year a
plan with reference to disarmament and a plan with reference
to establishing the rights of neutrals at sea. If we are unable
to secure it, having exhausted our means to bring it about and
done the best we may to secure it, then we will know what our
duty is and we will be prepared to discharge it. But before
undertaking it, it is not only prudence but it is justice to the
American people and the taxpayers, before we start upon that
building program, to exhaust every means to avoid it.

Before we start upon this naval race, the conseguences of
which no mortal can foresee and few would be bold enough
to prophesy, we should szeek in all proper ways to avoid it, to
minimize its extent, to remove as nearly as may be any justifi-
cation for jt. The great contributing cause is that nations must
now earry their trade across the lawless ocean. That which
God in His wisdom and mercy designed for the benefit of all,
man would dedicate to the strong only. Here iz the wicked
incentive. We should lead out in removing it. Let us seek to
shield our people from the unspeakable curse of a naval com-
petitive race between the two branches of the English-speaking
peoples, For myself, I want our Government and our people
to stand before the bar of public opinion when its judgment
shall in the future be rendered upon the result of the doings
of these days, clean of every faulf, free from connivance or
negligence. If our people are to be burdened with more and
yet more taxes and the whole world be menaced with another
conflict springing from commercial rivalry, if the worst is to
come, I want this country to enter no plea of confession and
avoidance. I want it to be able to declare, “Not guilty”; to
assert and to prove that it is free from every sinister purpose,
every willful act. I would seek an understanding, first, with
the leading nations, and, next, with all nations, reduce that
understanding to the terms of treaties to the effeet that those
who would use the ocean for legitimate commerce and trade,
for peaceful pursuits, come not behind, not subsequent, not
subordinate, but prior to and ahead of those who would use it
for war. I would assume that all nations would be willing
to make such treaties. But if they are not, if such an under-
standing ecan not be reached, if the ocean is to be a place of
lawlessness and force, then we shall know our task and under-
stand how to meet it.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] thinks because we
are within the limits of the treaty, although the treaty does not
cover this particular ship, but within its spirit we will say,
that therefore we are not engaging in a naval race. If the
Senator will go back and refresh his recollection with reference
to the controversy between Germany and England from 1900
to 1914, and the constant assertions upon the floor of the House
of Parliament and in the Reichstag of Germany that there was
no naval race, that the relations of the governments were
friendly, that there was no intention of building against each
other, he will not be misied by these superficial statements or
these surface indications, The fact is that in the discussions
in the press, in the discussions npon the floor and everywhere
else, we discuss our Navy .in comparison with the size of the
English Navy.

Mr. EDGE. The Senator will surely admit that there is some
difference between the situation existing to-day, or since 1920,
with some degree of agreement as to disarmament, and the situ-
ation existing between 1904 and 1914 when the World War com-
menced. Certainly we have made some headway. I agree with
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson] that we did not get
as far as a large majority of the people, perhaps, would have
had the conference go. Nevertheless we made a start, even
though at a sacrifice to the American Navy: and certainly that
condition did not exist from 1904 to 1914,

Mr. BORAH. Those conditions are not, in my judgment,
going to affect the final result. T think that the naval disarma-
ment conference to which the Senator refers did some good, and
I have no doubt that those in charge of it did the best they
could under the circumstances. But when they avoided entirely
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the question of nndertaking to adjust the rights of neutrals at
seq, they left the thing about which we have been thinking and
around which we have been organizing ever since.

What was it at Geneva that constantly disturbed the minds
of the conferees and prevented them coming together? It
was not the difference merely between S-inch guns and 6-inch
guns, It was the question of how they could protect their
respective commerce at sea, one of them believing that it counld
be accomplished this way and another believing it could be
better done in that way, but both of them thinking all the
time about that which they did not dare to speak, and that was
the guestion of what were the rights of those who want to
engage in legitimate commerce when war breaks out. I am not
one of those who believe there is any danger of Great Britain
attacking deliberately the United States. I know that there Is
no danger of the United States deliberately attacking Great
Britain.

But suppose Great Britain gets into war with any country,
what becomes of our commerce under the conditions which now
prevail at sea? It is not that we expect a direct conflict between
the nations or an aggressive attack in one form or the other,
but it is the condition which we leave open so that the moment
war breaks anywhere our commerce is solely at the merey of
our ships, because there is no right of law and no rule by which
they may be guided.

I want to go back for a moment. Benjamin Franklin as
far back as 1783 undertook to have this writfen into our treaty
of peace:

All merchants or traders with their unarmed vessels employed in
ecommerce, exchanging the products of different nations and thereby ren-
dering the necessary convenlence and comforts of human life more
easy to obtain and more general, shall be allowed to pass freely
unmolested.

That is the essential, indispensable element of maritime law,
if we are going to avoid a naval race. If Great Britain and
the United States and the naval powers are not willing fo say
that legitimate commerce, commerce engaged in carrying the
products of the farm and of the manufacturers, can bhe carried
the same in time of war as in time of peace, we may rest assured
that nations like Great Britain and the United States, which
have such stupendous commerce, will build navies necessary to
protect their commerce in time of war, There is no limit to that
building. When we think of the amount of damage which five
or six little armed vessels of Germany did to the commerce of
the world during the World War, and then undertake to build
a Navy sufficient to protect our commerce, there is practieally no
limit to which the building may go.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr, BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. And we have nof effected a
very complete limitation of armament when we leave subma-
rines, torpedo boats, cruisers, and all other classes of war ves-
sels, surface and subsea, wholly unrestricted, save first-class
battleships.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is quite right.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I can not understand, if the
Senator will permit me to continue fof just a moment, how any-
one can think that the Washington conference accomplished any
great and substantial benefit to the United States by reason of
the fact that we threw upon the scrap heap or destroyed a large
number of first-class ships on the theory that we were securing
a limitation of naval armament, when the conference left the
cheaper and more destructive forms of battleships wholly
unlimited.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, permit me to read another state-
ment, This is no new doctrine which I am advocating. Jeffer-
son said:

Reason and usage have established that when two nations go fo war
those who choose to live in peace retain their natural right to pursue
their agricnltural, manufacturing, and other ordinary vocations, to
earry the produce of their industry for exchange to all nations, bellig-
erent or neutral, as usual.

President Wilson in his address to the Congress in 1917 said:

The paths of the sea must alike In law and in fact be free. The free-
dom of the seas is the sine gua non of peace, equality, and cooperation.
No doubt a somewhat radical reconsideration of many of the rules of
international practice hitherto thought to be established may be neces-
gary in order to make the scas indeed free and common in practically all
elreumsstances for the pse of mankind, but the motlve for such changes
j8 convincing and compelling, There can be no trust or intimacy be-
tween the peoples of the world without them.

The sea belongs to all nations. It belongs to no one natjoh.
It is a common of all people, and the idea which has grown up
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during the last centuries that any partcinlar power can domi-
nate the sea and control it in time of war is so utterly at vari-
ance with all ideas of right and justice in the nse of this great
common that the time has come when we ought to ask the
n;:!tigns to come together and put aside the doctrine of those
o ays.

The free, constant, unthreatened intercourse of nations is an essen-
tial part of the process of peace and of development, It need not be
difficult either to define or to secure the freedom of the seas if the
governments of the world sincerely desire to come to an agreement
concerning it. It is a problem closely connected with the limitation of
naval armaments and the cooperation of the mnavies of the world in
keeping the seas at once free and safe.

Mr. GLASS., Mr, President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. GLASS. I simply want to get the Senator's definition
of the term “freedom of the seas” Great Britain professed
during the peace conference never to have understood precisely
what Mr. Wilson meant by *freedom of the seas.” Does the
Senator think that the term precludes the right of blockade
during war?

Mr. BORAH. My idea of freedom of the seas is that it is
the right of neutral nations to carry their commerce as freely in
time of war as in time of peace except when they carry actual
munitions of war or when they actually seek to break a block-
ade. But the blockade must be a blockade sufficient to prevent
the passage of ships and not merely a paper blockade. But as
to all legitimate commerce, outside of the actual munitions of
war and outside of speeding te a particular port where it is
blockaded, there ought not to be any interference with the
neutral powers. A minimum of belligerent rights and a maxi-
mum of neutral rights.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. FESS. In exercising the right to search a vessel for
contraband the freedom of the seas is, I think, violated by
enlarging on the list of contraband articles during the war.

Mr. BORAH. The idea of making anything contraband that
the dominant sea power wishes to make contraband is ob-
noxious to the idea of the freedom of the seas.

Mr. FESS. That is preecisely the point 1 was raising.

Mr. BORAH. I am speaking now of the right to carry every-
thing in legitimate commerce except actual munitions of war,
and that is the only definition of the freedom of the seas, in
my judgment, that will ever be satisfactory.

Mr. FESS. And that was one of the rights which was
constantly violated during the World War, as to which we pro-
tested time and again.

Mr. GLASS. Yes; and then we proceeded to engage in the
same violations after we entered the war.

Mr, FESS. That is probably so.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; we did; and, of course, Mr. President, if
the question of the freedom of the seas shall never be seftled
we always shall.

Mr. NEELY.
yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. NEELY. The eulogy of the senior Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Epce] upon the Limitation of Armament Conference
and the comments by the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Ropixsox] upon the same conference, impel me to inquire of
the able Senator from Idaho if he will not state the relative
naval strength of Great Britain and the United States imme-
diately before the Limitation of Armament Conference and at
the present time?

Mr. BORAH. No; I am unable to state that with accnracy.

AMr. NEELY. Can the Senator from Idaho inform us of the
valae, first, as a fighting force, and then in dollars and cents, of
the ships that the United States destroyed as a result of the
limitation of armament conference?

Mr. BORAH. No; I can not.

Mr. NEELY. Would the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] or
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] supply that informa-
tion to me?

Mr. BORAH. Will not the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia permit me to go ahead with the subject, and when those
Senators discuss the bill, perhaps, he can get the information
he desires from them?

Mr. NEELY. Very well; I do not want to divert the Senator.

Mr. BORAH, Mr. President, here is the situation as it is
still contended for by Great Britain. I ought to say prelimi-

Mr. President, will the Senator from Idaho
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narily that the conditions under which the British Empire has
been built up might justify in former times the contention
which Great Britain has always made. But under present con-
difions that doetrine can not stand against the eause of peace
and the right of those who want peace. I am not eciting these
matters for the purpose of attack, but I am calling attention to
a situation that must be remedied if these two great English-
speaking nations are to dwell in anything like proper relations
toward each other. I hold in my hand a book which has been
just published entitled * Freedom of the Seas,” by an Hnglish
writer, who says:

For whenever the pinch has come British sea power has made short
work of rights of neutrals or the responsibilities of belligerents.

That is true. The minute war breaks anywhere, and the
dominant sea power enters it, or becomes involved, it makes
short work of the rights of neutrals; in other words, all the
legitimate pursunits upon the sea must give way to the domi-
nancy of the sea power which may be involved.

The Premier of England during the war said as to England:

We are not going to allow our efforts to be strangled in a network
of judicial niceties, * * * TUnder existing conditions there is no
form of economic pressure to which we do not consider ourselves
entitled to resort.

A short time ago a debate took place in the House of Lords
in which this matter was discussed at length, and some of the
statements made by Lord Wemyss might well serve as the
basis for the United States building an unlimited navy. If the
doctrine which is here pronounced represents the views of the
English Government, and the English Government is going to
contend for that doctrine in the future, in my judgment, much as
I should dread to see it, because 1 would regard a naval race
as second only in disaster to a war, there is no way to prevent
the United States, and I do not suppose anyone would undertake
to prevent the United States, building a Navy sufficient to pro-
tect itself against such doetrine. Lord Wemyss says:

S0 long as our fleet is unhampered by diplomatie restrietions—

He was speaking then particularly of the Paris agreement of
1856.

Bo long as our fleet is unbampered by diplomatie restrictions this
country is able on account of its pecnliar conditions, the result of
geographieal position, to wage war in a manner which has been denied,
either entirely or in a very large measure, to other nations—a manner
which is swifter, surer,.less destructive, and far less costly in the
expenditure of either life or treasure than ever can be the case with
war waged on land—at sea, by cutting off our enemy’s supplies and
refusing to him the use of those resources which alone mmke it possible
for him to continue to wage war at all,

In other words, the moment war breaks all neutral nations
must remain away from that region of the world in which Great
Britain thinks it is inimical to her interest to have them.

What very few Englishmen understand is that our fleet, in common
with all fleets, is possessed of a power other than that derived from
its weapons, its guns and torpedoes, a power without which it would
be unable to achieve its aim. I refer to the immemorial right of all
belligerents to suppress entirely upon the sea all of those resources and
supplies of the enemy upon which his continued resistance must always
chiefly depend. It is mot a self-arrogated right. It derives its ex-
istence neither from government nor from- parliament but from an
ancient, historle, and universally acknowledged rule of the law of na-
tions, that international law which for centuries has by common consent
regulated the actions of the civilized countries in their dealings with one
another, especially in the matter of maritime war,

Up to the year 1556 a belligerent's rights in this respect were entirely
unrestrained—that is to say, that he was empowered by this rule of the
law of nations to seize, to confiscate for his own use, all his enemy's
goods, whatever their nature, wherever they might be found, under
whatever flag they might be found, with, of course, always duoe com-
pensation to an innocent neutral carrier. It was a right which, from
the very mature of things, could be fully exercised only by the belll-
gerent which held the command of the seus. But the command of the
seas is for this country essential.

That is to say, without the command of the seas they could
not continue to wage war.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator tell us when
that declaration was made? :

Mr. BORAH. It was made on the 10th of November, 1927.
With all proper respect to the learned gentleman who made use
of the term “ command of the seas,” I undertake to say, Mr.
President, that that term has become obsolete or, if not obsolete,
obsolescent. No nation is going to be permitted to enjoy the
“command of the seas.”” The United States will not consent
to its commerce being subject to the whim of some other power;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2183

and, in my opinion, Great Britain herself will soon be able to
see that the old theory of the * command of the seas” will work
to her detriment guite as much as that of any other nation.
Suppose the submarine warfare had been carried just a little
further than it was during the World War; the only salvation
for England would have been the right of neutrals fo ecarry
food to her people. The conditions of warfare have so changed
that neutral rights may be as essential to the preservation of
England as the command of the seas was at one time.

Therein is to be found the reason for all those attempts which from
time to time have been made to suppress those rights—

That is, belligerents’ rights—

not by denying their necessity or impugning their legalitv—for of that
there has never been, and can not be, any guestion—but by trying
fo get us to renounce them, either by threat or by persuasion or by
means of negotiations with the promise of some imaginary return that
might be of some use to us.

This is an illuminating paragraph.

A wavering neutral is all the more likely to favor in the end the
British Empire successfully waging war with a full offensive force, than
a British Empire hesitating and showing weakness, for it is strength
and not weakness which attracts neutrals as was proven by the late
war,

In other words, the dominaney of the sea or the command of
the sea or the right of belligerents to destroy neutral commerce
may not only be used for the purpose of defeating the actual
enemy, but of forcing other nations to join with the dominant
sea power for the purpose of bringing that about:; and we all
know how effectively that power was used during the war.

S0, Mr. President, while we are considering this bill we really
have in our minds the sole question of how we are going to pro-
tect our commerce, I do not think many think of the use of the
Navy in any other light. I do not suppose for a moment that
we expect, a8 I said a moment ago, a direct attack, but we do
haye this stupendous commerce scattered all over the world, and
it is an essential part of our national life. It has been said that
Great Britain would perish without her foreign commerce, The
United States, if it should not actually perish, wounld suffer to
such an extent without its foreign commerce that the American
people would not for a moment abide by the result, but whether
it is more acute and more direct in the ease of the one or the
other makes very little difference, because the moving, con-
troling question is how to protect our commerce against the in-
roads of those who may be engaged in war. To protect com-
merce is to protect national life. -

Mr. WATSON. Mr, President, would it interrupt the thread
of the Senator's argument if I should ask him a question?

Mr. BORAH. No.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator has made two or three very
significant statements, The first is that the old doctrine, if it
may be called such, of the command of the sea, is either obso-
lete or obsolescent, and that the United States will not tolerate
either Great Britain or any other nation having command of
the sea in the future. I ask the Senator, in order that I may
get his view, how are we to prevent that thing happening except
by adequate preparedness on the sea?

Mr. BORAH. I presume the Senator was not in the Chamber
a few moments ago.

Mr, WATSON. No; I was called out.

Mr. BORAH. In the first place, I would postpone the actual
building of additional ships for the Navy until I could be abso-
lutely satisfied, first, that there could be no agreement between
Great Britain and Japan and the United States and the other
naval powers with reference to the size of the respective navies:
and, secondly, that there could be no agreement with reference
to the rights of neutrals at sea. I would bend our energies to
bring about those things. And I would proceed with such
clarity and certainty of purpose that a failure to secure an
understanding would and could be regarded as final and
therefore a challenge for us to proceed.

I do net think the danger is so immediate and imminent as to
necessitate any action other than an honest effort to come to an
undersianding with those nations.

Mr. WATSON. How, then, does the Senator construe the
Geneva conference?

Mr. BORAH. As I said a moment ago, the thing that troubled
the conferees in the Geneva conference was the question of
commerce, just as I am speaking of it here.

Mr. WATSON. Certainly.

Mr. BORAH. We avoided the discussion of this matter at
the disarmament conference in 1921—that is, the discussion of
the rights of neutrals. We avoided a discussion of it at
Geneva, and yet, in my opinion, the reason why we were unable
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to get any limitation upon erunisers and submarines at the dis-
armament conference in 1921, and the reason why the Geneva
conference failed, was because of the fact that they had no
understanding with each other as to the right to the use of the
sea. What both countries and all countries were seeking to do
was to protect their commerce, That is what they had in mind.
The method of protecting it by an agreement or understanding
as to the rights of neutrals was not undertaken at either place.
Great Britain thought she could protect her commerce by her
6-inch guns. She has her coaling stations and her naval bases
scattered all over the world. She can coal where we can not.

Mr. WATSON. That is true.

Mr. BORAH. She does not need the gize of cruiser that we
to, or the size of guns that we do.

Mr. WATSON. That is true. ]

Mr. BORAH. But she had in mind protection of her com-
merce. It was not a question of the difference in the size of the
guns, except as those guns are applied to the protection of the
commerce of the country. When we came to consider cur guns
we again conszidered what was necessary fto protect our com-
merce. There was no rule, no law, no guide for the protection
of it. Both of them were thinking of their commerce. What I
say is, let us make a determined effort to come to an under-
standing, first, upon this question of the freedom of the seas, and,
secondly, as to the use of the Navy under those conditions.

If we can not reach an understanding—and we can well
afford to be patient; we can well afford to bide our time; we
can well afford to make any reasonable sacrifice to bring it
about—then, if we can not get it, we shall know our duty and
we will be prepared to discharge it.

Mr. WATSON. Mr., President, does the Senator really be-
lieve that the faet that Great Britain had more cruisers than
we had, and would have been compelled to scrap some in order
to come down to a common basis, had nothing to do with the
outcome of the Geneva conference?

Mr. BORAH. I think the basic proposition was the question
of protecting the commerce of the respective countries. Great
Britain did not expect any deliberate attack from the United
States that she would ever have to use her eruisers to repel.

Mr. WATSON. That is quite true; but at the conference in
Washington she was entirely willing that we should scrap capi-
tal ships; in fact, she depended upon us to do that, she scrap-
ping practically none and we hundreds of millions of dollars’
worth, because at that time we were first in that kind of naval
construction. At the Geneva conference she was first in cruiser
construction, TIs not that true?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr, WATSON. She would have been called on to make a
great sacrifice as compared to anything we would have been
called on to make, and she did not choose to do it and declined
to enter into an agreement to do it. Is not that troe, I ask my
friend?

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I think that entered into the matter; but
what was the moving power behind all of it?

Mr. WATSON. A desire to protect commerce.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. If we can protect commerce in a
different way than that of building eruisers, is not the Senator
in faver of doing it?

Mr. WATSON. Why, yes; if there be any way to do it; but T
do not know how it can be done unless we adequnately prepare
and let the world know that we intend adeqguately to prepare,
just as they are doing. The Senator well knows, as well as
anybody in the world, that both in letter and in spirit they
violated the terms of the 1921 disarmament conference and we
did not.

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not admit that.
Great Britain has violated that treaty.

Mr. WATSON. And even after they entered into the Kellogg
peace pact they paid no attention to it. They have gone on
building sinee that time, regardless of the fact that they were
entering into that pact.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
yield?

Mr, BORAH. Yes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, The Senator from Indiana has
made a very important statement. In what respect did the other
parties to the Washington conference violate the agreement as
to limitation of armaments? :

Mr. WATSON. The Senator well knows what England pro-
ceeded to do after that agreement was entered into. It has all
been set forth here, I have not the figures. They violated it,
in spirit only, in this respect——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., Oh, well, now, wait just a
minute.

Mr. WATSON. No; I want to answer the Senator’s question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. All right.

I do not feel that

Mr. President, will the Senator

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

JANUARY 24

Mr. WATSON. In this respect only: We agreed to serap to
;he basis of 5-5-3 with England and Japan. That is correct; is
t not?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No; we agreed to serap——

Mr. WATSON. On capital ships.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. We agreed as to capital ships,
battleships, first-class battleships,

Mr. WATSON. Yes; and aircraft carriers.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes,

Mr, WATSON. We did come down to that common basis,
There was no agreement as to cruisers.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. No.

Mr. WATSON. But they Immediately started out to build
cruisers on a great scale,

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Very well. There being no
agreement as to cruisers, how can the Senator say that the
building of eruisers by a party to the Washington conference
wasg in violation of the agreement entered into there?

Mr. WATSON. In spirit.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas.
is warranted.
has made.

Mr. WATSON. I think it is entirely warranted. In other
words, my idea is that they took advantage of a situation in
arn;am:er in which they were not warranted in taking advantage
of it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator well remembers
that there was a positive refusal upon the part of some of the
parties to the Washington conference to enter into any agree-
me:ltilimiting cruisers or submarines and some other classes of
vessels,

Mr. WATSON. That is quite true; but was there a single
soul who attended the Washington conference who believed, or
didd the honorable Senator from Arkansas himself believe, at
the time that conference was held, that growing out of that
conference—animated, as it was, by a spirit of disarmament
and of complete fairness on the part of all nations—England
would immediately begin to build largely of cruisers, even
though erunisers had not been mentioned in the contract?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Destroying the parity of 5-5-3; that is
the point.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, having refused
to enter into any agreement respecting the limitation of other
than first-class battleships, having expressly declined to make a
contract with respect to cruisers, I can not say that it was a
violation of the terms of the Washington conference, either in
letter or in spirit, for the parties to that conference to proceed
with the construction of vessels which they had declined to limit
in the conference. It is a gqueer process of reasoning that
prompts the Senator from Indiana to conclude that having
thrashed the matter out in the conference, and having failed or
refused to enter into any agreement respecting the limitation of
these other vessels, anyone might not have anticipated that the
logieal result would be the building of those vessels not limited.

The effect of the conference was that we were first in sea
power by virtue of the battleships we then had and those that
we had under process of construction. When we destroyed them,
we assumed a subordinate position in that particular,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

I do net think that statement
It is an important statement that the Senator

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hagrris in the chair). Does
the Senator yield to the Senator from California?
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I have not the floor. The

Senator from Idaho has the floor.
question if T can.

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Was not the dominant, controlling
thought and purpose of the agreement arrived at to preserve a
certain relative strength of the three navies, namely, 5, 5, and 37
And while it is quite true that there was no specific agreement
us to certain types of war vessels or war instiruments, was not
the spirit of the conference and the agreement to keep and main-
tain the relative naval strength at 5, 5, and 37

I gathered that that wus the idea of the Senator from
Indiana.

Mr. WATSON. Precisely; entirely.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In answer to the Senator's
question, I do not think that any person can say truthfully
or accurately that the effect of that conference was to impose
the ratio of 5-5-3 on any other class of naval construetion than
that pertaining to first-class battleships; and the fact that
the conference refused to enter into any such agreement is a
sufficient answer to the Senator's question. They expressly
limited first-class battleships and they declined to limit cruisers;
and anyone with a reasonable knowledge of history might have
anticipated that thére would occur just what did happen.

I shall be glad to answer the
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We entered the conference with a greater sea power than
perhaps any other nation, due largely to our supremacy in first-
class battleships. We emerged from it in a subordinate posi-
tion. There is not any doubt in my mind about that.

Mr. WATSON. That is entirely right.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, I do not think it is promotive
of a proper understanding of this subject to insist that bad
faith was displayed on the part of any party to that confer-
ence by pursuing a policy of naval construction with respect
to ships that were not limited by that conference, particularly
in view of the fact that no agreement was entered into in the
conference after the whole subject had been discussed at great
length. I think anyone might have anticipated that Great
Britain would build ecruisers, that Japan would build cruisers,
and that by viriue of the conference the only limitation that
would result would be in the ships in which the United States
stood first,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I think the very fact that they
refused to be Ilimited indicated what they were going to do.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. That is exactly the view I
am taking and expressing ; and I can not understand how anyone
can express great disappointment at the building of ermisers
by Great Britain in view of the fact that she refused to enter
into any agreement to limit them.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have expressed no disappointment.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Indiana
has.

Mr. WATSON. As far as the letter of the agreement is con-
cerned, they lived up to it.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas, Yes.

Mr. WATSON. Dut so far as the spirit was concerned, which
was one of disarmament and one of coming down on the sea
to the parity of 5-5-3, I do not think Great Britain did live
up to it

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator think, if I may inquire, that
France has been guilty of bad faith because she has persisted
in building submarines, when she expressly declined to permit
submarines to be regarded as

Mr. WATSON. If nations are to act in absolute good
faith——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senators will please address
the Chair.

Mr. WATSON. Pardon me. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Mr. WATSON. I obey the conrmands of the Chair. If
nations are to act in absolute good faith, if nations come
together with an agreement to disarm, and they agree in terms
as to disarmament and ag to how far it shall be carried, and
then if, after that, certain nations proceed to arm along other
lines, I think their action is a violation of good faith and of the
real spirit of a conference of that character, which is disarma-
ment on the sea,

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator think France has been guilty
of bad faith in persisting in building submarines?

Mr. WATSON. She may not be from her viewpoint. She is
from mine.

Mr. GLASS rose,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Dwoes the Senator fromr Idaho
yield to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. BORAH. Let us get back to the subject.

I want to read a concluding declaration from Lord Wemyss's
address, which says:

That declaration—

The declaration of Paris—

is a mere declaration of intention; it is binding, of course, upon its
signatories so long as they remain signatories, but there is mno
reason, moral or legal, why any of them should not retract from it
at any time they like. If, therefore, it could be decided by the Gov-
ernment, and by them made known to all the world, that in any future
war in which we might unhappily be engaged our fleet would be used
with its full effective strength, as in the old days—

Prior to the declaration of 1856, when there was no re-
straint—
our power in the world would become once more what it was in
the past—a naval, and not a military one, not only securing us against
the necessity of ever again having to break forth into wvast military
operations, but securing also Europe in a large degree from the con-
tinnation or the extension of any military conflagration that may
break out there.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a moment?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
vield to the Senator from Minnesota ?

Mr. BORAH. Just a minute, and I will,

Here, Mr. President, is the clear declaration that it is to the
interest of Great Britain to recur to the times prior to 18586,
when there were no supposed limits upon the power of belliger-
ents, when it was under no obligation to respect the rights of
neutrals; that if that can be the policy of Great Britain again,
Great Britain is coming into her own in complete supremacy
of the sea, as she enjoyed that supremacy in those days. I
think there is no question which presents itself to this body and
to this country so serious as that question, as presented by the
debate in Parliament which I have just read, Great Britain
contemplating, through its spokesmen, the policy of utterly dis-
regarding all neutral rights,

That being true, Mr. President, is it not incumbent upon us,
in justice to our own people, in justice to our taxpayers, in
Jjustice to the future peace of the world, to inguire if that is to
be the policy, or if the very opposite may not be established
as the policy, to wit, the complete recognition of the rights
of neutrals at sea? TUnless we can have that understanding,

while I do not like to engage in prophecy, I venture the opinion

that in 1931 the last vestige of the disarmament conference will
be wiped out, and the two great nations will engage in building
navies according to what they believe is necessary to protect
their commerce. And if we come to building a Navy to protect
commerce we must not only build against England, but we must
build against any combination at sea that England can make:
and if that were the case, the future to me would have nothing
in store save that of a fearful burden of taxation upon the
American people, and possibly in the end another cataclysm
like that of 1914.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, with the purpose of the Senator's
resolution I am entirely in sympathy. I find, on looking over the
records of the Naval Affairs Committee, under date of May 3,
1928, the following:

The committee then took up the proposed amendment submitted by
Senator Boran with regard to the restatement and recodification of the
rules of law governing the conduct of belligerents and neutrals in war
at sea, etc. It was agreed that the proposed amendment be not added
to the bill: but that should Senator Boram offer the same on the floor
of the Senate when the bill is before the Senate, the chairman be
authorized to accept it.

I am entirely willing to accept the amendment offered by the
Senator from Idaho. I must say, however, that I can not agree
in any way with the reasoning of the Senator——

Mr. BORAH. The Senator will remember the old English
chancellor who said on one occasion that “ Your reasoning is
d poor, but your conclusiong are all right.”

Mr. HALE. I say, Mr. President, that I can not understand
the reasoning of the Senator when he says that if we take out
the time limit we are going to be in a stronger position to
force Great Britain and other countries to enter into an agree-
ment about the rights of neutrals.

Mr. BORAH. Let us defer that for the present. I want to
complete this matter.

Mr. HALE. I thought the Senator had finished.

Mr. BORAH. No; I have not finished; I have not had a
chanee to finish,

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator for a question.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senator has mentioned the agree-
ment of Paris of 1856, In Paris an agreement was reached
determining the rights of neutrals. If I am not mistaken, that
agreement was again entered into by the declaration of London
of 1909.

Mr. BORAH. The declaration of London went much further,
It nundertook to define conditional and unconditional contraband,
and went much further; but the declaration of London was
never accepted by Great Britain.

Mr, HALE. Or any other government,

Mr. BORAH. 8o she was never bound by it; but the declara-
tion of Paris was accepted by Great Britain, But the United
States never accepted, though we were willing to accept it if
private property should be free from seizure at sea.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Did not Great Britain aceept the declara--

tion of London?

Mr, BORAH. No; Great Britain did not accept the declara-
tion of London.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I thought there was a great deal of dis-
content among certain of the English people, because the British
Government had signed that treaty with the United States.

Mr. BORAH. It was thrown out in the House of Lords. It
never became binding on Great Britain.
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. Let me read the declaration of Paris, which the learned gen-
tleman was discussing here, in order that we may have before us
just what he had in mind when he said that they ought not
longer to be bound by it. The declaration of Paris provided:

1. Privateering is and remains abolished. :

2, The neutral flag covers enemy’s goods, with the exception of con-
traband of war,

3. Neutral goods, with the exception of contraband of war, are not
liable to ecapture under esemy's flag,

4. Blockades, in order to be binding, must be effective; that is to
eay, maintained by a force sufficlent really to prevent access to the
coast of the enemy,

That was the declaration of Paris, which they find onerous
and too restrictive at this time.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. May I ask the Senator another question?
During the last World War we heard a good deal about the
command of the seas. Was there anything done by Great
Britain at that time that was not done prior to 1856, so far as
control of commerce at sea was concerned?

Mr. BORAH. No; I think Great Britain used the same
means to effectuate her ends that she would have used had the
declaration of Paris never been made.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. In fact, she had command of the seas?

Mr. BORAH. Yes: exactly. I do not want to leave the
English side of the discussion without saying that there is a
tremendous sentiment in England in favor of the freedom of
the seas. Whether it extends to the present Goyvernment or
not, I do not know.

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator be kind
enough to define what he means by the expression * freedom
of the seas” from the English standpoint?

Mr. BORAH. I can not, from the English standpoint.

Mr. WATSON. The Senator says that there is a great deal
of sentiment in England for freedom of the seas. What does
that mean from the English standpoint?

Mr. BORAH. If I may use now that subdivision of senti-
ment in England to which I am referring, then by * freedom
of the seas” they mean exactly what I am eontending for; that
ig, the right to carry all commerce except actual munitions of
war, and to break a blockade.

This article in the Nation, under date of December, 1928,
states:

At the root of Anglo-American differences there lies the guestion
of sea law in time of war. At present there are wide differences of
opinicn as to the rights of a belligerent to interfere with neutral
commerce ; and very serious frictlon arose with the United States in
the early years of the late war over the rights which we claimed and
the way in which we exercised them. To us the Americans seemed
exasperatingly small minded in badgering us, when we were fighting
for our existence, with the miserable commercial grievances of this
citizen of Boston or that citizen of Chicago. To the Americans, we
seemed to be exploiting the fact that American opinion was prevailingly
pro-Ally, and therefore unwilling to press its protests to the last ex-
tremity, so as to prejudice neutral rights, which represented in their
eyes an important prineiple. This experience bit more deeply into the
American consciousness than we perhaps realize, and explains many
subsequent Anglo-American misunderstandings,

2 * T . * * * *

In an able article in Time and Tide, of December 9, Mr. Leonard
Stein quotes certain passages from Mr. Gibson’s concluding speech at
the Coolidge conference, and draws the following conclusion :

“ Reading between the lines, it is fairly clear that what lay behind
Ameriean obstinacy on the guestion of the B-inch guns was—at least in
large measure—a fixed determination to challenge, in any future war
at sea, the unlimited interferemce with neutral commerce, which was
an essential feature of the British blockade of Germany.”

This does not, in our opinion, overstate the case. If ever again we
attempt to exercise belligerent rights at sea, whether in execution of
the covenant or otherwise, we shall have to reckon with that * fixed
determination,” to which Mr. Stein refers. It would seem wiser on
every ground to reckon with it in advance of any such contingency, by
coming to a clear agreement with the United States and other powers
on the definition of sea law.

But, however that may be, how near a thing it was that the blockade
hurt Germany more than the submarine hurt us! Just a slight
change in the relative effectiveness of submarine attack and ant-
gsubmarine measures and the weapon of economic pressure would have
been turned against us. Is not this a warning? If we are the
strongest naval power in Europe, we are also the people which is
easily the most dependent on uninterrupted supplies from overseas.
if we have the most to lose in the former capacity from a restriction
af lelligerent rights, in the latter capacity we have by far the most to
gain. Whether we stand to gain or lose on balance depends on the
techinieal conditions of the time, which change, as all history shows,
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with extreme rapidity, and which, as the portent of the submarine
suggests, are changing now in a way which diminishes the importance
of what we stand to lose and enhances the importance of what we
stand to gain,

But that is not all. There is a big difference in kind between what
we stand to lose and what we stand to gain. We stand to lose in
the power to exert ecomomie pressure on other peoples—a weapon of
offence, and, if it ever operates effectively, a very cruel one. We
stand to gain in the security of our own people from starvation. Is
not this latter object one which we should rate higher than the former,
even from a narrowly self-interested standpoint?

There are public discussions of this matter which lead me
to believe that there is a very strong public sentiment in
Engl_and against the dominancy of the sea, or the assumed
dominancy of the sea, which England has heretofore under-
taken to maintain, But whether the sentiment is there or not,
it seems wise upon our part to ascertain whether the English
Government proposes to retain the dominaney of the sea
established over the sea during the World War, because at the
close of the war neutral rights were utterly destroyed; and
all efforts to reinstate them, or to rehabilitate them, or to
have an understanding concerning them since the war have
utterly failed.

If that continues, the proposal will not be 15 cruisers, it will
be many more than 15 cruisers, and there will be perfect justi-
fication for the increase. The United States, with her tremen-
dous commercial interests, which she must protect just the same
as she protects the property of her citizens on land which is
en_titled to the protection of onr country, the United States,
with her vast and increasingly great commerce, will protect that
commerce. If she can not do it by understanding, by agreement,
by law, she will do it by the supremacy of her Navy.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator from
Idaho a question. We are so far below the ratio that was fixed
by the Washington conference that I ask if we could not consist-
ently take up this question of the freedom of the seas just as
well after we had built the 15 cruisers as before?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not want to have the
Government spend thirty or forty million dollars for a battle-
ship if there is no need of it,

Mr. BRUCE. T look at it this way: That even if we agreed
with England on the freedom of the seas, we should still need
as many as 15 cruisers.

Mr. BORAH. We might or we might not. We might come
to an understanding with reference to the limitation in regard
to cruisers. :

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator think England would scrap
any of the new cruisers she has just built?

Mr. BORAH. I do not know whether she would or not.

Mr. HALE. From any indication that we have seen up to
date in history, does the Senator think she would?

Mr. BORAH. I think that England, of course, will always
maintain what she can maintain under any agreement that she
may make with us, I would rely on her treaty agreement.

Mr. HALE. Even if a limitation were made as to the rights
of neutrals, would not a navy still have to be kept up?

Mr. BORAH. A reasonable navy.

Mr. HALE. Would she not have to have a reasonably strong
navy to establish an effective blockade and keep it up?

Mr. BORAH. What I am seeking to do is to avoid the neces-
gity of building against England. If we ean have an under-
standing with reference to our rights, I think that may be
provided under certain circumstances. We will always have to
have a navy. We will always have a reasonable navy. But
a wholly different navy from what we will build if there is no
agreement.

The Senator can understand my position, I think, which is
that if we can not have any protection of commerce except that
of the Navy, we will go ahead regardless of cost, regardless
of the question of self-defense, and build according to our idea
of what is necessary to protect our commerce,

Mr. HALE. I think it is generally considered that that means
a Navy equal to that of any other nation in the world. Beyond
that we do not care to go. y

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. MOSES. If I understand the argument of the Senator
from Idaho, he looks forward to a new conference on naval dis-
armament to take place within the current year or hopes that
one may be brought about.

Mr, HALE. No; not on naval disarmament,

Mr. BORAH. I regard this as a part of the program of
disarmament,

Mr. MOSES. They are all cognate questions,
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Mr. HALE. The Senator’s amendment does not provide for a
disarmament conference.

Mr. BORAH. No.

Mr. MOSES. No: and in that view it seems to me it is well
understood that no keel can be laid down under this legislation
within the current year: that is, I assume that is the case, but
if we had the authorization and the money appropriated so
that we may lay down the keels, we will be in a much stronger
position when we go info the conference which the Senator
foresees and which I hope may take place, and in which I trust
the guestion of the freedom of the seas will be finally disposed
of and that the question of naval disarmament may be disposed
of, and that the Senator’s great dream of codification of inter-
national law may result. We will be in a much stronger posi-
tion, I think, in a conference of that sort if we sit down at the
table with a Stack of blue chips rather than a stack of blue-
rints.

. Mr. BORAH. The Senator is talking about “blue chips.” I
do not understand that language.

Mr. MOSES. Of course, 1 am speaking in the vernacular,
and I know perfectly well none of my scholarly colleagnes will
understand it.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President—— A

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BRUCE. I am really desirous of getting at the Sena-
tor's view of the subject. I am sometimes inelined to think
that this effort of ours to arrive at some basis of naval parity
with Great Britain is largely responsible for all the infer-
national misunderstanding and distrust which has sprung up

between us and Great Britain. Sometimes when a man tries
hard to fall asleep he finds it more difficult to do so than when
he does not try at all.

Mr. BORAH. Hspecially if he has an uneasy conscience.

Mr. BRUCE. It seems that the disarmament conference of
1921, instead of resulting in anything practical in the way of
real disarmament, simply inspires two nations, which had been
on most friendly terms with each other, with a certain amount
of mutual misconception and distrnst. I do not know whether
we will gain anything more, if, indeed, as much, from a similar
conference in 1931.

Mr. BORAH. I would not want to take that view of it. It
may be possible that we e¢an not accomplish what we would
like to accomplish, but would not the Senator feel better if we
made an honest effort to bring that result about and failed?
Would not he feel better with reference to the future, whatever
expense we might incur or if any disaster should come, to
know that we had done our part?

Mr. BRUCE. I unquestionably should feel that way if I were
looking forward to the conference of 1921 and not looking back
at it. But it seems to me that the results which flowed from
the Washington conference have been truly unfortunate, so far
as promoting anyvthing like a good understanding between Great
Britain and the United States. The Senator knows that until
we had the Washington conference there was, except during the
World War when we were smarting under British interference
with our eommerce, no distrust of the British people or of the
British naval power, and chat we had long been in the habit of
regarding the British Fleet as a great safeguard to human
civilization rather than a menace.

Mr. BORAH. I do not admit that I had been.

Mr. BRUCE. Before the World War came along and our
commerce was interfered with, we never thought of trying to
build up our Navy to a footing of equality with the British
Navy, though some naval officers may possibly have wished that
to be done. It ean not be denied, I think, that during the
World War, after all, the British Fleet was the most powerful
arm that the liberty and eivilzation of mankind had.

Mr. BORAH. I have heard that argunment also made, but I
am not going to accept it.

Alr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BORAH. I yield to the Senator from California. ;

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. In view of what the Senator has eaid,
particularly in view of the expressions from the English news-
paper and the Member of Parliament, as I assume he was, does
the Senator think that there is ground for rational hope that
we would accomplish what we all seek to accomplish, and what
the Senator seeks to accomplish, by pursuing, the course sug-
gested in the proposed amendment? I agree with practically
everything the Senator has sgaid and my inrmediate question
may be an idle one, but in view of all that has been stated does
he think there is ground for rational hope that England will
abandon the position which she appears to have taken?

Mr. BORAH. So far as we are at present situnated, we are in
the game position we were at the close of the war, I have no
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means, any more than any other Senator, of knowing what we
might accomplish by it, but I know it is the right thing to do if
we can, and if somebody doeg not undertake it, it will never be
done. The United States is in position now, and England knows
it perfectly well, to build any navy that the United States thinks
is necessary to protect her commerce, If we make the proposi-
tion to protect it, in part at least, through law and by means of
nnderstanding as to what the law should be, it does not seem to
nie possible that Eogland can refuse, It may be she is just as
anxious as we to come to an understanding. Are not her people
bending under their load of taxes? Is not there every reason
why she should wish to lift that burden? Let us not assume the
contrary until we have done our part.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. If we are to pursue the course indicated
by the suggested ainendment, will the Senator be good enough to
point out the steps to be taken?

Mr. BORAH. As I said in the beginning, I did not undertake
to put into the amendment a direction or authority for the
Pregident to call the conference.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That is what I was leading up to.

Mr. BORAH. For the simple reason that it is not necessary.
He may do so if he desires without that authority just as well
as with it. But I do undertake to put on record the views of
the Senate, the other member of the treaty-making power, with
reference to the matter, which would be behind the President if
he sees fit to undertake it,

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Minnesota?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. The Senator is making a very interesting
argument. Will the Senator tell me what he means by *pro-
tecting American commerce”? Just what does that phrase
mean? I have heard it used a great deal in the discussion here.

Mr. BORAH. I mean the right of American commerce to
plow the seas undisturbed by any belligerent power unless that
commerce is actnally earrying munitions of war.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. In time of war?

Mr. BORAH. In time of war.

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President——

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator mean to limit it absolutely to
munitions of war? The Senator will remember that in the
early days of the World War a great part of our grievances
with reference to our commerce upon the high seas arose with
the expansion of the list of prohibited articles which might be
ecarried in neutral bottoms.

Mr. BORAH. I was limiting it to actual instruments or
munitions of war.
Mr. MOSES. The Senator will remember the numberless

complaints, well founded in many instances.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator has either got to reverse my posi-
tion or I will have to reverse his. I mean we shall carry all
commerce undisturbed unless we are actually carrying muni-
tions of war to the enemy.

Mr. MOSES. But the phrase “ munitions of war” may be
VEry narrow.

Mr. BORAH. No; they did not undertake to expand the
munitions question. They undertook to expand the question of
contraband to inelude mules and horses, food, and everything
else.

Mr. MOSES. Yes; and rubber and cotton and many other
commodities which only by a great stretch of the imagination
could be considered as being contraband of war.

Mr. BORAH. I was not discussing contraband, which is a
much wider term, but actual “munitions of war” is easily
defined and well understood.

Mr. MOSES. If that is the Senator’s proposal, of course
nobody can question the right of a belligerent nation in that
respect.

Mr. BORAH. Certainly not.

Mr. MOSES. But when we consider the great number of
grievances which we had during the early years of the war,
when the dockets of the Admiralty courts in British ports were
clogged with eases due to the seizure of our bottoms which were
dragged in there, and our consular and diplomatic seal violated
more than once in the matter of the mails——

Mr. BORAH. That is what I would undertake to control.

Mr. MOSES. If we are going to have a conference it must
take a wider view than that with reference to contraband and
freedom of the seas. It should carry the very thing the Senator
has been contending for the last 10 years to my knowledge,
which goes back to codification of international law, especially
with reference to the rights of neutrals on the high seas.

Mr. BORAH. I do not think there is any difference of view
between the Senator and myself,
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Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield

again?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does not the Senator think our commerce
was limited or interfered with by belligerents to the extent
that we were doing business with the world practically under
a license or under the authority of the French and British Gov-
ernments?

Mr. BORAH. Undoubtedly.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does that constitute protection of Ameri-
can commerce by obtaining a license from a foreign belligerent ?

Mr. BORAH. Oh, certainly not.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Does not the Senator think it is the
business of the Government of the United States to use its
Navy to keep the channels of trade open to the United States
in time of war, so long as we are a neutral?

Mr. BORAH, I think if we can not keep the channels of
trade open by law or by agreement or treaty, then we will
keep them open, if we can, by our Navy. I think we have the
right, as has been the doctrine of this country from the very
beginning, to trade in time of war just as we have to trade
in time of peace.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator knows perfectly well that if
we can not keep our channels of trade open by agreement and
by understanding, into which we are willing to enter, we will
have a navy sufficient to protect it.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Suppose we have a big navy and are
strong enough at sea to keep the channels of trade open, and
in the case of war our commerce is interfered with and the
Government of the United States sends a note to the belligerent
country interfering with our commerce, protesting against its
interference, and then the American ambassador who happens
to be at the seat of government of that country tells the foreign
office of that country not to take the protest of the Government
of the United States too seriously, that it is for home con-
sumption, and that nation continues to interfere with our com-
merce. What good is the Navy of the United States under those
circumstanees?

Mr. BORAH. That hypothetical question involves a matter
which might be very seriously disputed if it were submitted to
an arbitral tribunal—that is, as to whether the ambassador did
all those things or not. I would not want to say that he did.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Would the Senator deny it?

Mr. BORAH. Noj; I would not deny if, because I have no
information upon which I could affirm it or deny it, but I have
always had a very serious doubt about whether he did it or not.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President—

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator.

AMr. FRAZIER. The chairman of the Commitfee on Naval
Affairs raised the question as to whether or not Hngland might
serap any of her new cruisers if a disarmament conference
might be held in the future. At the time of or after the 1921
disarmament conference the United States, as I understand it,
gerapped quite a lot of new material. According to a state-
ment of the Senator from Maine [Mr. Harg] a few days ago
in a speech on this question 465,800 tons of new construetion, on
which $150,000,000 had already been expended, was scrapped
by the United States. In view of the attitude we took at that
time, it seems to me it would be unfair to question England’s
attitude that she might take in the event of another
conference.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not consider that we are
proceeding upon the theory that the ships which we are pro-
posing to build would really be sufficient to do anything in case
of war,

Mr. HALK. They would be sufficient to do something,
although not so much as should be done.

Mr. BORAH. Exacily. I think we must be proceeding upon
some other theory than that of sufficient protection to our
commerce in case of war. We are exercising our judgment as
to what is reasonably safe, knowing at the same time that if
war should break out it would not*by any means be sufficient.

Mr. HALE. But eventually we would have to reach the point
that would be safe; and this is at least a start in that direction.
I should like to know when the Senator thinks we would be
justified in going ahead and building? Since the Washington
conference we have undertaken practically no construction,
while the other nations of the world have gone ahead with great
programs of construction. In the Senator's mind, when are we
o in?

: L'ﬁgl BORAH. The Senator is eonsidering solely the building
programs of other governments.

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator think that we can let all of
the other nations get ahead of us?
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Mr. BORAH. Let me answer the Senator’s first question,
and then I will answer the second. The Senator is making a
comparison. What I say is that if we could come to an under-
standing with them during the coming year, either upon the
question of the freedom of the seas or as to naval armaments,
we could avoid building in the future. It may be that we would
want to build these 15 cruisers; it may be that we would want
to build more; I do not know; it could be done according to
agreement. The Senator does not anticipate that we will
actually need these cruisers within the next year or two, does
he?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, we never know when we will
need them.

Mr. BORAH, If the Senator really thought there was a pos-
sibility of war, and that we would therefore have need of
cruisers, he would propose three times or four times the number
he ig proposing now.

Mr. HALE. I think, Mr. President, that if we have a suf-
ficient number of ernisers there will not be any war, because, on
account of our strength, the other nations will not want to have
WAL,

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator really thinks that 15 cruisers
would prevent war, I will vote for the bill.

Mr. HALE. I think that they will do a great deal toward
preventing war.

Mr. BORAH. Let me call attention to some figures, then.

Mr. HALE. I think they will do a great deal toward pre-
venting other countries trampling on our rights,

Mr, BORAH. Let us see.

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to
ask him a question?

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment; one at a time.

At the beginning of the war Great Britain had 128 cruisers;
she commissioned 75 large armed merchant ships; she built
during the war 40 cruisers; and in addition she had the help
of the French, Japanese, and Russian crunisers. The Germans,
with 4 light cruisers manned with 4-inch guns, sunk 200,000
tons of British shipping and 80,000 tons of allied shipping.

Again, at the height of the war, Great Britain had all to-
gether 4,000 armed ships of all kinds trying to prevent her
merchant ships from being sunk; but Great Britain and her
allies during that time lost 7,000,000 tons of shipping. Great
Britain and her allies had 104 cruisers on two trade routes, and
70 of them were hunting for 1 German ship—the Emden. If
we were building for war, for the protection in time of war,
we would not build 15 eruisers, but many more. The Senator
has compromised upon the proposition. What I am saying is
that the Senator can well afford to defer the building until
he makes an effort to see what we shall ultimately have to do.

Mr. HALE. I do not think we will get anywhere if we wait
until we can see what we shall ultimately have to do.

Mr, BORAH. That is a difference of opinion between us.
Therefore, I can well understand why the Senator wants to go
ahead with his program. But I differ with him.

Mr, HALE. The Senator himself has said that he thinks
Great Britain would rather have the present comfortable status
quo—that is, with Great Britain in command of the seas—and
the United States a much weaker nation so far as ships are
concerned. If that be the case, why is she willing to enter
into the agreement, which the Senator suggests?

Mr. BORAH. If Great Britain could have that condition con-
tinue permanently, of course, she would try to do so. I am not
anticipating any such program as that. I will undertake to say
that Great Britain must yield her dominancy of the sea, Great
Britain must come to an understanding as to disarmament, or
Great Britain then must build against the United States, which
she would not do and she knows perfectly well she can not
do it.

Mr. HALE. What is going to make Great Britain do that?
Is it not the knowledge that we will otherwise go ahead and
increase our Navy?

Mr. BORAH. I do not think that is a controlling proposition
at all.

Mr. HALE. Why not?

Mr. BORAH. I have said that I do not think that is a con-
trolling proposition with Great Britain at all. She understands
what our program is; she knows perfectly well that we ecan
build all the cruisers that are necessary; but we have made
no proposition to’ Great Britain as to the freedom of the seas;
we have not insisted upon any understanding with her; we have
avoided the guestion; we shunted it aside at the disarmament
conference; we avoided it at Geneva; we refused to discuss it;
and Great Britain has the absolute control of the seas by reason
of our acquiescence. Now, when we say that this is the sine qui
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non to our ceasing to build ships in order to protect our interests
it becomes then a proposition which she must consider.

Mr. MOSES. The Senator should not fail to add that we did
not propose it at Versailles.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, such argumenis are heard every
time we suggest doing something to increase our Navy; but the
President has asked for this bill and high officials of the Navy
have asked for it.

Mr. BORAH. The President has asked that the time limit
be cut out.

Mr. HALE. But he stressed the importance of passing the
bill. Every time we ask for action like this a paecifist movement
comes along to thwart it.

Mr. BORAH. Why does the Senator say a “ pacifist move-
ment?’ That is a worn-out phrase; it has done all the service
in this country that it can possibly do

Mr. HALE. The Senator knows that pacifists are very much
interested in defeating this bill.

Mr. BORAH. The pacifists, so-called, have not the slightest
influence, in my judgment, upon a single vote on this bill.

Mr. HALE. I do not think they have much, but they are
doing their utmost to assert it.

Mr. BORAH. Whether or not there be pacifists in the United
States. there are a lot of people who would go to war without
hesituney at all if war were necessary who, nevertheless, be-
lieve that the most solemn duty resing upon public men to-day
is to avoid the necessity, if possible, and they would go to war
just as quickly as would the Senator.

Mr. HALE. The people to whom the Senator refers who
wounld go to war so quickly little realize that a nation can
go to war in a prepared state only after years of preparation.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr, BRUCE. Does the Senator think that if we should enter
into an agreement with Great Britain covering the freedom of
the sens Great Britain would build any fewer cruisers? That
she would not is what I fear. I do not mean to refer to Great
Britain alone, but to any country that has a considerable naval
armament.

Mr. BORAH. I do not want to take the position that would
make my Nation a pharisee among the nations. We are no
holier than the other nations, The other nations will keep
their word, in my judgment, just as we will. It may be that
there are admiralty men and a few leaders in England or in
Japan and elsewhere who could compare with a few leaders and
a few admiralty men in the United States, but the great mass
of the people in England, the great body of the people in Japan,
and the great mass of the people in Germany, just as the great
mass of the people of the United States, want peace; they want
to escape, if possible, the superhuman crushing burden of taxa-
tion, and they are just as liable to keep their word as we are,

Mr. BRUCE. I agree with the Senator absclutely; certainly,
so far as Great Britain is concerned. She is as fully likely
to do it; but that is not the point I had in mind. I am asking
whether any great power could afford to stop building cruisers
simply because there had been an agreement in relation to the
freedom of the seas?

Mr. BORAH. If there is to be no understanding, if there is
to be no agreement, if there is to be no law, if there is to be
nothing in the way of adjusting our controversies except through
force, I undertake to say that the men who are advocating a bill
providing for 15 cruisers are not meeting the situation at all.

Mr, BRUCE. 1 will state to the Senator from Idaho, if he
will allow me, that he misunderstands me. I am in favor of a
most strenuous effort being made to arrive at an agreement with
England as to the freedom of the seas, but I do not think that
because we are seeking to bring about such an agreement we
should in the meantime not make such a moderate—for that is
what it is—addition to our Navy as 15 cruisers,

Mr. BORAH. I am frank to say that I am much more con-
cerned with the question of having an understanding with Great
Britain as to the freedom of the seas than I am with reference
to 10 or 15 cruisers. That is a secondary malter with me. I
would not want to cut this bill down below 10 cruisers at most,
but as to that there is a guestion of judgment, I have talked
with an officer who has as fine a record in the Navy, I think,
as anyone, who has been in it for years, and he thinks that 10
cruisers would be ample for replacement and to keep our Navy
up to what it is now. There is a difference of view.

Mr., HALE. Will the Senator give me the name of the
officer ?

Mr. BORAH, No; I will not give the Senator the name.

Mr. HALE. I have no desire to bring him under discipline,
I am surprised to hear the statement, because I have never heard
any statement of that kind coming from a naval officer,
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BORAH. I have heard it.
ODDIE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

‘Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr. ODDIE. I should like to observe in connection with the
statements that have been made that in this debate we should
keep two important considerations before us in order that the
question may be clarified and properly understood. The first is
the necessity for a balanced fleet. To-day our fleet, in compari-
son with other great fleets of the world, is net balanced becanse
of the lack of crunisers. The second consideration is that in case
the necessity should arise to protect our commerce, under con-
ditions that have been suggested, the cruiser is the ship with
which to protect it.

Mr. BORAH. I understand, Mr. President, that the cruiser
has really become the battleship of these days. If I were going
to build any ships at all, I would build cruisers. I also under-
stand the necessity of having a balanced fleet, but I have heard
a great deal about it, and I have never ,\'et known anybody to
agree with anybody else as to what i< a hal.m(ed fleet.” 1If,
however, we ever ascertain what a “balanced fleet ™ is, 1 have
no doubt that the enchanting beauty of that kind of fleet would
justify us in making any appropriation necessary in order to
build it—just to have a balanced fleet!

Mr. ODDIE, Mr. President, the maneuvers which our Navy,
under all kinds of conditions, has conducted during the last few
years have proved the importance and the necessity of having
a balanced fleet. I can state, after talking to numbers of the
best experts in the Navy, that our fleet is not balanced to-day
because of the lack of cruisers.

Mr. BORAH. What therefore is the condition, the real situa-
tion at the present time, 10 years after the war? It is this:
The highway of nations, the common inheritance of all people,
knows no law save the law of force. The “ great common,” as
Captain Mahan called the sea, this indispensable thoroughfare
of the nations, is governed through lawlessness and might.
When the exigency arises, when the interest is sufficiently
strong, no nation may use it with safety unless it has power
to compel respeet from those who would dominate it. The
situation is precisely the same as when Coke declared, in speak-
ing for the King of Great Britain:

Commanding the seas, he may cause his neighbors and all countries
to stand upon their guard whensoever he thinks fit.

Legitimate commerce, the peaceful pursuit of trade, must have
an end when the exigency of war snggest it. They may be
driven from the ocean overnight. The legitimate fruits of in-
dustry, the reward of labor, may be outlawed upon the whim
of the selfish edict of a single power. The ship which puts to
sea to-day, bound upon a legitimate errand to a distant port,
may, upon the coming on of or threat of war, be captured and
find itself at the mercy of a stronger power. Could a situation
be devised more calculated to plunge us again into a naval race,
more fruitful of battleships, of cruisers and of submarines, more
likely to bring at last war? When nations understand that all
rules have been abrogated, all law rejected, mus® not they all
necessarily arm if they expeet to trade? Will they not in the
face of all this be prepared to defend by force that for which they
can receive no protection under the law? Would they regard
that as protection whieh is less equal in strength than the
greatest navy that floats the sea? In the light of these condi-
ions, is there the slightest chance for the reduction of arma-
ments? Is there not something to be achieved ahead of any
further disarmament?

Mr. METCALF. Mpr. President, I have been very much inter-
ested in the eloquent speech of the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Boranu] and the remarks which I desire to make are much along
the same line as he has spoken in regard to the freedonr of
the seas. I ask the indulgence of the Senate for a very few min-
utes so that I may discuss one important aspect of the eruiser
bill. The pacifists and internationalists who are exploiting their
every resource to defeat or delay this bill are breeding war.
Should they be successful in blocking this important legislation,
or in bringing about its modification, we may some day pay a
fearful price for our failure to maintain a reasonably adequate
navy.

We do not want a navy that will strike fear into the hearts
of the people of other nations. We do not want to assume the
role of bully upon the sea, but we should have, and must have,
for our own well-being, a navy approaching the strength of
other nations of the world.

The source of all our foreign wars has been upon the sea. An
examination of history will prove this to be a fact. It was the
ruthless sinking of our ships that brought us into the last great
conflict. Prior to our entrance into that war we were a neutral
country, trading with neutral countries, and yet our ships were
seized time and again by the navies of belligerent nations.

Mr.
Alr.
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Since the inception of this Republie, freedom of the seas and
the doctrine that free ships mrake free goods have been funda-
mental principles of our national policy. We have sought per-
gistently, but in vain, to write them into international law. In
the Great War the seas were less free than ever before, and all
the belligerent European nations scoffed at the idea of either
free ships or free goods.

That war closed with what had been termed euphonistically
the laws of maritime warfare in a condition of chaos. That con-
dition still exists fo-day.

All that we can be sure of is that if Europe engages in another
war, our sea-borne ecommerce again will suffer. 'We do not vision
a war in which the United States shall be engaged. We have no
quarrel nor basis for a gquarrel with any power., But, unless we
are strong enough in cruisers to protect our neutral commerce,
and to prevent by show of arms the destruction or the seizure
of our ships and our goods bound from neutral port to neutral
port, inevitably we shall be drawn into a quarrel that can only
end in war.

Our maritime commerce grows, It now totals the stupendous
sum of over $14,000,000,000 each year. Imagine what would
happen to it if another nation, possessing a powerful navy,
should become embroiled with a fellow European power! Again
would our ships and goods be seized. But if we have the war-
ships to gunard and protect that commerce, if we have a navy
approaching in strength that of any, ne nation will risk draw-
ing us into the war as an adversary by repeating the outrages
which we endured between 1914 and 1917. And if we have that
parity of strength, for the first time in history it will become
possible to bring about those international agreements for the
freedom of the seas that we have sought for more than a cen-
tury. Without this parity, is Great Britain going to surrender
that privilege she so long has claimed—the privilege of order-
ing and controlling according to her desires all neutral sea com-
merce when she happens to be at war? Hardly.

Give us the cruisers adequately to protect our commerce
when we are at peace and other nations are at war, and the

bility of our being compelled to fight decreases; the possi-
bility of the writing of a new and more civilized code of the
gen inereases, and the possibility of war diminishes.

This Nation and all nations should insist, once and for all,
upon the freedom of the seas for all vessels on peaceful mis-
sions. We have every right under the laws of God and man
to assume that free ships make free goods when there is any
question about their being contraband of war.

New York would be wise in dispensing with two-thirds of
her police department or her fire department if the Senate would
be wise in defeating, delaying, or modifying this eruiser bill
If a war should break out between England and Japan, between
England and Italy, between England and Russia, or between
any two of the foremost naval powers of Europe, our com-
merce would be subjected to seizure and interruption on the
part of these powers; and as surely as the sun rises in the
east we will be forced into any war which may break ount be-
tween sny two of these powers unless we have a navy with
sufficient strength to render protection to our maritime com-
merce,

The Senate has just ratified a treaty which denounces war as
a means for settling international disputes. Let us go a step
further toward the guaranty of peace by guarding against the
oceurrence of international disputes.

Where are differences most likely to arise between America
and foreign powers? In the rural districts of foreign countries?
On the streets of foreign cities? In the shops of foreign busi-
ness men? In the homes of foreign citimens? Hardly. They
are most likely to originate upon the open seas by the inter-
ruption of our foreign commerce in time of war between foreign
powers. It is the possibility of such differences that this legis-
lation is intended to diminish.

The United States is now the wealthiest Nation in the world.
If we are foreed to build large navies, we can do so with less
burden upon our people than can any other power. DBut we
do not want naval competition. This is a gesture in behalf of
peace. Our Navy ig far inferior to that of Great Britain, and
until it approaches equalify we are inviting interruption in our
foreign commerce. If we have an adeguate navy, the freedom
of the seas will assume the rdle of an inviolable and unwritten
international law. By defeating this bill we are courting
trouble. By passing it we are wooing peace.

Our foreign trade is increasing rapidly, We are increasing
and should econtinue to increase the proportion of American
ghips earrying American goods. But our commerce can not

continue to expand, and our prosperity can not continue its
proportionate increase, until we can insure against interruption
of that commerce,
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The United States entered into the conferences of 1921 with
wholesome spirit. We willingly sacrificed more than England
and Japan combined, We will not be violating that spirit by
building these few cruisers as a guaranty against our being
forced into another war,

I do not question the sincerity of England’s good will toward
America; but a foreign trade of over $14,000,000,000 is too great
and too important to remain at the merey of a foreign power,
however friendly that power may be. I would not urge the
construction of a single cruiser for the purpose of war at this
time, but I do urge the construction of at least 15 cruisers for
the purposes of peace,

We all know that peace between nations is to a great extent
dependent upon conditions within nations. There Is not a man,
woeman, or child in the United States who would not be directly
affected by any serious interruption of our foreign commerce,
and if any foreign power should g0 menace the prosperity
and happiness of our people we would have no alternative
for war.

We can make even more remote the possibility of another war
by building these ships. They will be floating symbols of the
principle of freedom of the seas, They will mean that free ships
make free goods.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. HALHE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maine.

Mr, HALE. I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate
ccmclpd&s its session to-might it recess until 11 o’clock to-morrow

morning.
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. McKELLAR. Can not the Senator make it 127

Mr. HALE. The Senator from Tennessee is a member of the
Appropriations Committee. He knows the pressure of the ap-
propriation bills. I want to get through as fast as I can with
this bill, and I think the extra hour in the morning will aid us
in completing this bill at an early date.

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a great deal of opposition to
meeting at 11 o'clock, and we usually lose about an hour bhefore
we get started anyway. I hope the Senator will make that 12
o'clock. I am just as earnestly in favor of the Senator's bill
as he is himself, and I want to see it pushed through; buf,
really, I doubt if we can make any time by meeting earlier.

Mr. HALE. T hope the Senator will withdraw his objection.

Mr. McKELLAR. The leader on this side is not here. Has
the Senator conferred with him about it?

Mr. HALE. I conferred with the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. Rosinson] and he said he had no objectlon to a recess
until that time.

Mr. McKELLAR. If he has no objection, I have none.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I just want to suggest to the
Senator from Tennessee that the session is drawing to a close,
It is only a question of time when we are going to have to have
night sessions, and I think we had better move up a little in the
morning. I do not object to meeting at 11.

Mr. McKELLAR. I withdraw my objection.

Mr. HALE. I agree with the Senator. I will say that if
this bill drags along, I shall certainly ask for night sessions
also,

Mr. McKELLAR. 1 think the Senator ought to do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the unani-
mous-consent request of the Senator from Maine?

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes, Mr. President, !

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. BROOKHART. I am interested in every phase of this
discussion. I have a meeting of the Military Affairs Com-
mittee that I want to attend until noon to-morrow, and there
are other Senators in the same sitoation; and nothing will be
gained by forcing this matter. This bill will come to a vote
quicker by open, full debate than in any other way.

Mr. HALE. That is what I want to see; and I think Sena-
tors can arrange their engagements so as to meet at 11,

Mr. BROOKHART. You will not get it by ecrowding the
hours, It will be impossible for me to arrange mine—absolutely
impossible; and so, if the Senator insists, I shall have to object.

Mr. HALE. If the Senator wishes, he can object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection?

Mr. HALE. I understand that the Senator from Xowa ob-
jects to making it 11 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
unanimouns-consent agreement requested by the Senator from
Maine?

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa ob-
jects. The gquestion is on agreeing to the committee amend-




ment. Those who favor the amendment will say “aye.” [A
pause.] Those opposed will say “no.”

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, as I understand, the
amendment under consideration is the Dallinger amendment?

Mr. HALE. This amendment is the Dallinger amendment as
amended by the committee. I will explain it if the Senator
desires.

Mr. McCKELLAR. O Mr. President, I did not understand that
that was the amendment.

Mr. HALE. There has been no vote on it.

Mr. McKELLAR. But the Chair has just started to put
the question on the amendment, and there is to be an amend-
ment to tha# amendment. If the question has been put, I
move that it be reconsidered. I ask unanimous consent to
that effect. -

Mr. HALE. I did not understand that the question had
been put.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was not agreed to.

Mr. HALE obtained the floor.

Mr., SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, a parliamentary in-
quiry. What is the matter immediately before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Maine was
recognized.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, the matter before the Senate
now is the Senate amendment to the so-called Dallinger amend-
ment that was put in on the floor in the House of Representa-
tives.

The Dallinger amendment, as adopted by the House, provided :

That the first and each succeeding alternate eruiser upon which work
is undertaken, together with the main engines, armor, and armament
for such light ernisers, the construction and manufacture of which is
authorized by this- act, shall be constructed or manufactured in the Gov-
ernment Davy yards, paval gun factories, naval ordnance plants, or
arsenale of the United States.

The Senate Naval Affairs Committee put in the following
amendment :
except such material or parts thereof as the Secretary of the Navy may
find procurable by contraet or purchase at an appreciable saving in cost
to the Government.

The effect of the committee amendment is to stop what would
otherwise prevail if the bill went through as it passed the House ;
that is, the obligation on the part of the Government to con-
gtruct everything that has to do with these ships in the navy
yards, no matter whether they were at the present time con-
structing them or not. For instance, a chronometer would have
to be made in the yard, and all sorts of other appurtenances
of ships. It is clearly out of the question to leave the matter
as it was in the bill as it passed the House, and the Senate
committee has taken care of that by the amendment we have
offered.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, has not a similar provision
been placed in naval appropriation bills before, and whenever it
has been so placed in such a bill is it not true that the Secre-
tary has found always that it was cheaper, according to his view,
to procure the materials and parts by contract or purchase?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, for a number of years the annual
appropriation bills have contained a labor clause reading as
follows:

And that no part of the moneys herein appropriated for the Naval
Establishment or herein made available therefor ghall he used or ex-
pended under contracts hereafter made for the repair, purchase, or
acquirement, by or from any private contractor, of any naval vessel,
machinery, article or articles that at the time of the proposed repair,
purchase, or acquirement ean be repaired, manufactured, or produced
in each or any of the Government navy yards or arsenals of the United
States, when time and facllities permit and when, in the judgment of
the Secretary of the Navy, such repair, purchase, acquirement, or pro-
duction would not involve an appreciable increase in eost to the Gov-
ernment.

That clause has been in the last four annual appropriation
bills. Acting under that, the Secretary, as far as cruisers are
concerned, has provided that three of the eight we already have
building should be built in the Government yards, and five in
private yards.

Mr., McKELLAR. Mr. President, the so-called Dallinger
amendment provides:

That the first and each succeeding alternate cruiser upon which work
is undertaken, together with the main engines, armor, and armament
for such light eruisers, the consiruction and manufacture of which is
authorized by this act, shall be constructed or manufactured in the Gov-
ernment navy yards, naval gun factories, naval ordnanee plants, or
arsenals of the United States,
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Now, it is proposed to amend that amendment by placing it
in the diseretion of the Secretary of the Navy (0 go to private
yards for certain materials and parts thereof. Why do we
build these yards, naval gun factories, naval ordnance plants, or
arsenals of the United States, at great cost and expense, unless
we are going to use them? Certainly we ought to use them to
the extent that is provided in the original proviso.

Mr. HALE. We are going to use them.

Mr. McKELLAR. If we are going to do that, why put it in
the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy, who heretofore has
always used that discretion in behalf of the private plants? I
do not believe we ought to do it.

Mr. HALE. I do not think he has.

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to say to the Senator that while I
am in favor of his bill, I am going to fight this amendment to the
Dallinger amendment until there is a vote on it. I do not intend
to let it pass if I can help it.

Mr, HALE. With the amendment the Senate committee has
put in; eight of the cruisers will be built in Government yards,
and possibly mere,

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President——

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator is objecting to the pro-
posed amendment to the Dallinger amendment?

Mr. McKELLAR. That is all; I am in favor of the Dallinger
amendment.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The chairman can explain why that
was put in.

Mr. HALE. It simply provides that certain parts which are
totl;le used, which can be bought cheaper outside, may be bought
outside.

Mr. McKELLAR. But it leaves it to the Secretary's discre-
tion, and great complaints have been constantly urged before
Congress to the effect that, without regard to the real expense,
the Secretary of the Navy has uniformly, under a provision of
this kind, held that the article can be gotten cheaper in a pri-
vate plant, or by contract, than if procured in a Government
plant. If we are going to maintain these Government plants,
we ought to use them. We certainly ought to use them to the
extent of 50 per cent. Here is a provision that gives the Secre-
tary of the Navy an opportunity not to use them, and I do not
propose that he shall be given that diseretion if I can help it.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Will the Senator have the goodness to
look at the language of the proposed amendment, * except such
material or parts thereof as the Secretary of the Navy may
find procurable by contract or purchase at an appreciable sav-
ing in cost to the Government.” It may be that a- Government
yard may be unable to furnish the particular part necessary to
the construetion of a cruiser,

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator think that the Navy ought to
go into the business of making chronometers, when they do not
make them now, just because of this Dallinger amendment?

Mr. McKELLAR. It that the only article that must be pro-
cured outside?

Mr. HALE. I am simply using that as an example.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; the Senator is using that as a
reason for this amendment, but the fact is that the amendment
takes in all of the parts, and all of the material, if the Secre-
tary should want to use his diseretion to buy them outside, and
that I am opposed to. I think that if we are going to have these
navy yards and arsenals, we ought to use them, and if we are
not going to use them, we ought to abolish them, because it
costs the Government an enormous amount of money to keep
them up.

Mr. HALE, But the Senator does not want to involve the
Government in an unnecessary expense, does he?

Mr. McKEELLAR. I have no doubt in the world that these
parts and this material can be produced cheaper in Government
plants.

Mr. HALE. Not all of them.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no doubt that all of them can be,
and if they can not, we have no business having these Gov-
ernment plants. They are a tremendous expense, a tremendous
drain on the Government, and we onght not to keep those plants
unless we are going to use them to the extent of at least one-
half, as is provided in this bill.

What the amendment does is to provide that one-half of the
cruisers shall be constructed in Government plants, and then
to give to the Secretary of the Navy the discretion to have
practically all the work done outside if he wants to, and I am
opposed to that,

Mr. SWANSON. Mr, President, the bill as it passed the
House contained what is known as the Dallinger amendment,
which provides that half the cruisers shall be built in Govern-
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ment navy yards, and half in private yards. I believe in such
a division,

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us make that provision.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me—he would
not let me interrupt him.

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not have the floor.

Mr. SWANSON. Let him be a little content while I explain
this. A man must be equally generous with all in yielding
time.

Mr. McKELLAR. If a man could not be generous to any-
body as delightful and lovable as is the Senator from Virginia,
he could not be generous to anybody in the world.

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, this is drawn
in this way because there are a great many things which the
private yards do not produce themselves. People have patents
on certain things. There are certain bolts, there are certain
settings, on which there are patents. and it is utterly impossible
to provide all the materials in any navy yard, unless the Goy-
ernment should build new factories and install new machinery,
and build everything new. That is why the amendment is
drawn in this way.

We intended to have it drawn so that the navy yards could
be on an equality with the private yards in competing and doing
the work.

As the Senator has said, the amendment is possibly too
broadly drawn. I do not remember whether I was present in
the committee when thig particular amendment was adopted or
not, but I have insisted that the Government navy yards should
be on an equality, so far as competition was concerned, with the
private yards. There are certain materials which the private
yards themselves can not manufacture as cheaply as they can
buy them, and every nayy yard has to buy them. The Govern-
ment yards desire to have the matter fixed so that the private
yards will not have an advantage over them in the matter of
certain materials which the Government yards have no factories
and no machinery for making at the present time.

I suggest that the amendment be allowed to go over until to-
morrow, and in the meantime some language may be framed
which will put the Government navy yards on an absolute
equality in this respect with the private yards. If we do not do
that, the officials will come in and say that the construction of
the ships in the Government navy yards would cost 50 per cent
more than if constructed in private yards.

I have an idea that this goes a little further than the sugges-
tion that was made in connection with giving the navy yards a
fair opportunity to compete with the private yards. I see how
under this the navy yards might be made simply assembling

lants.

: Mr. HALE. The Senator was present when this amendment
was adopted in the commitiee.

Mr. SWANSON. I do not remember being present, but if I
was present I may say that any mistake that is made ought to
be corrected. I am not willing to have the navy yards made
nothing but assembly yards,

Mr. HALE. The amendment reads:

except such material or parts thereof as the Secretary of the Navy may
find procurable by contract or purchase at an appreciable saving in cost
to the Government.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is wrong with that?

Mr. McKELLAR. That gives him the discretion fo say that
it may all be procured by private contract. In other words, it
nullifies the Dallinger amendment., The Senator from Virginia
is exactly right; if there is some article, such as a lamp burner,
to which I believe the Senator referred a while ago, which the
navy yard does not manufacture, T would be willing to have
that excepted, because that would be a sensible thing to do. As
I understand it, that is what the Senator from Virginia agreed
to. But this, instead of carrying items of that sort, virtnally
puts it in the hands of the Secretary of the Navy to get these
materials and parts—all of them—at private yards. Knowing
the Senator from Virginia as I do, and being familiar with his
knowledge of the Navy, I knew that this was not drawn by his
fine Italian hand,

Mr. SWANSON. I gathered from what the Senator from
Tennessee said that under this the Government navy yards
might be made mere assembling plants, and I am not willing to
agree to that.

Mr. HALE. The committee is not willing to have that done.

Mr, SWANSON. When I heard the Senator from Tennessee
suggest that this might have that result, my suggestion was to
let the amendment go over and see if we could not draw one
that would get rid of the trouble that is found in the Dallinger
amendment.

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope that may be done,
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Mr. SWANSON. If what the Senator suggested were true,
it would put the navy yards at a great disadvantage. When
you fry to remedy one provision you may destroy the effect of
another by simply making the navy yards assembling plants,
There is no use in doing that.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course, that was not the intention
of the committee, I think the ehairman has sufficiently ex-
plained the matter. A little careful reading, I say with respect,
I think will show that there is no danger whatever unless Sena-
tors have no faith at all in the Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. McKELLAR. We know what he has done in the past
under similar provisions,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course we do.

Mr. HALE. Does the Senator find any fanlt with the three
cruisers that are being built now in the navy yards?

Mr. McKELLAR. I know what the Seeretary of the Navy has
done. He has decided against Government navy yards in
favor of the private plants in a number of cases.

Mr. HALE. This is a fair proportion,

Mr. McKELLAR. The bill says that half of the eruisers are
to be built in Government yards, and that is what ought to be
done,

Mr. HALE. This goes a little further.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it does, and it is a little more evenly
divided. Does the Senator want to destroy the Government
plants and arsenals?

Mr. HALE. No.

Mr. McKELLAR. He is taking the best means of destroying
them.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I would like to destroy some of
them, because they are absolutely fictitions and are kept up by
Government funds in a most uneconomieal way, To that extent
they are to the distinet disadvantage of those navy yards that
are real navy yards, so that you do not have to build a channel
to get a ship into them.

Mr. McKELLAR. There might be a lot in that.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Does anyone want to destroy the private
yards?

Mr. McKELLAR. Not that I know of.

Mr. BROOKHART. I would like to call the attention of the
Senator from Virginia to this proposition; I am not sure just
what he meant by it. The way the Dallinger amendment is
worded there will be no competition between the Government
and the private yards with reference to the building of the
ships at all. It arbitrarily gives certain ships to private yards,
and the Governiment has no chanee to say anything about the
price whatever. Is not that giving them an advantage that
ought not to be granted?

Mr. SWANSON. No. If the Senator will permit me, navy
yards can not compete in the way the Senator has in mind.
The position I take is that if we are going to build these ships
in the Government navy yards, there is no use hampering them
in such a way that the ships will cost more than if they were
built in private yards. There is certain material which they
can not supply for the ships unless we create new manufac-
turing establishments in the navy yards, which we do not want
to do. We intended to modify the Dallinger amendment so as
to enable them to purchase all material that could not be con-
structed in the navy yards. We know the Government yards
would be at a great disadvantage if they were compelled to fur-
nish every bit of the material. It would merely mean that the
ships would cost 50 per cent more than if they were built in
private yards. The only purpose of the committee was to get
an amendment which would eliminate that difficulty and pre-
vent the necessity for the creation of new manufacturing estab-
lishments at the navy yards to furnish all parts of the ships.
Some of those parts we must necessarily buy.

Mr. BROOKHART. I think I did not make myself under-
stood. As to those vessels which are built in the navy yards I
assume they will be built as cheaply as possible by the Govern-
ment. There will be no question about that. But it oceurs to
me that as to the other seven which are to be built outside
there is some question,

Mr. HALE. There is nothing in the bill that provides that
they must be built in private yards at all. The bill simply
provides:

That the first and each succeeding alternate ecrulser upon which
work is undertaken, together with the main engines, armor, and arma-
ment for such light cruisers, the construction and manuofacture of
which is authorized by this act, shall be constructed or manufactured
in the Government navy yards.

Mr. BROOKHART. That I am not objecting to. But, now,
read on and see what it says about the others.
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Mr. HALE. It does not say anything about private ship-
yards at all :

Mr. SWANSON. The rest would be built in private yards
or in navy yards

Mr. BROOKHART. That is the point I did not understand.
It seemed to me that the navy yards would have no chance
to compete, and I thought there ought to be that opportunity.

Mr. SWANSON. The Government has not got the docks and
the building ways in the navy yards to build all of them. It
would cost a great deal of money to furnish them. I do not
think they could build more than half of them without a vast
expenditure of money on building ways.

Mr. HALE. As a matter of fact it could not be done any-
way because we have not ways enough on which to build them.

Mr. BROOKHART. I had reached a different conclusion in
reference to that langnage than the Senafor from Maine seems
to have.

Mr. HALE. The bill speaks for itself.

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry? I just
came into the Chamber as Senators were discussing the so-
called Dallinger amendment. That iz not under discussion at
the moment for the purpose of adoption, as I understand, but
the Senator was merely asking questions about it?

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; for information more than any-
thing else. I believe it is the question before the Senate for con-
sideration and action, however.

Mr. EDGE. Mr, President, a parliamentary inquiry. What
amendment, if any, is before the Senate at the present time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Frazier in the chair).
The committee amendment is before the Senate.

Mr. HALE. The committee amendment to the House bill,
which includes the Dallinger amendment.

Mr. EDGE. As the Senator knows, there are a great many
Senators absent who are interested in that particular amend-
ment.

Mr. HALE. The suggestion has just been made that we put
the amendment over until to-morrow. I will withdraw it for the
present time, but there is one other matter I would like to take
up now.

pl.ir. EDGE. Then the Senator will let the Dallinger amend-
ment go over until to-morrow?

Mr. HALE. Yes; there will be no action taken on it to-
night.

Mr. WATSON. Why not take a recess now?

Mr. HALE. Wait just a moment.

Section 5 of the bill provides as follows:

The Secretary of the Navy is hereby directed to present to the Con-
gress on or before December 10, 1928, preliminary plans, specifications,
and estimates of cost for the construction ef two salvage vessels for
use in ship disasters,

The date December 10, 1928, having gone by, it should ob-
viously be changed. I therefore move to amend by striking out,
on page 3, line 5, the numerals “ 1928 " and inserting * 1929.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated.

The LesistATive Cregg. On page 3, line 5, strike out the
numerals “ 1928 " and insert the numerals “ 1929,” so as to make
the section read:

8rc. 5. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby directed to present to the
Congress on or before December 10, 1929, preliminary plans, specifica-
tions, and estimates of cost for the construction of two salvage vessels
for use in ship disasters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

Mr. HALE. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12
o'clock noon to-morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Before putting the question
on the motion, the Chair, under an order heretofore made, re-
fers to the appropriate committees sundry executive nomina-
tions received to-day.

The Senator from Maine moves that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o'clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and 5
minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, January
25, 1929, at 12 o’clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate January 24, 1929
UNITED STATES ATTOENEY

Wilfred J. Mahon, of Ohio, to be United States attorney
northern district of Ohio, vice A. E. Bernsteen, resigned.
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PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY

Lieut. Carl L. Hansen to be a lieutenant commander in the
Navy from the 25th day of December, 1928,

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Kent H. Power fo be a lieutenant in
the Navy from the 3d day of June, 1927.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Armand J. Robertson to be a lieutenant
in the Navy from the 3d day of June, 1928.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Corydon H. Kimball to be a lieutenant
in the Navy from the 1st day of December, 1928.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Robert W. Morse to be a lieutenant in
the Navy from the 30th day of December, 1928,

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the Navy from the 4th day of June, 1928:

Joe W. Stryker.

Clanton E. Austin,

Dental Surg. Harry D. Johnson to be a dental surgeon in the
Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 1st day of April,
1927.

Passed Asst. Paymaster Tucker C. Gibbs to be a paymaster in
the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from the 1st
day of July, 1926.

Ensign Norman A. Helfrich to be an assistant paymaster in

{]s;& Navy, with the rank of ensign, from the 3d day of June,

Pay Clerk Charles LeV. Smith to be a chief pay clerk in the
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 3d day of June,
1928,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TraurspaY, January 24, 1929

The House met at 12 o'clock noon and was ealled to order by
the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Eternal Father, this moment, set apart and so sacred, may
no rude alarm break in upon us, for Thy merciful condescension
awakens in us the feeling of devotion. What shall it profit us
if we suceed in one direction and fail in another? Make Thy-
self felt in every issue of our national life and endow us with
every quality necessary for the good of the public service.
Always enable us to give encouragement to those aspirations
that move men's hearts and lend sympathy in those difficulties
with which they are confronted. Again a Member has stopped.
The shadow of a great loss is about him. May the agitated
heart and the wounded spirit find peace in Him who denied it
not to the poorest and the loneliest of the children of men.
Through life and death Thou art ail sufficient, We thank Thee
that Thy promises are not tales of empty love nor words of
fabled rest. In the name of our Savior. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATH

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its principal
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills of the House of the following titles:

H. R. 6496. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of New Mexico and
Oklahoma with respect to the division and apportionment of
the waters of the Cimarron River and all other streams in
which such States are jointly interested;

H. R. 6497. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of New Mexico, Okla-
homa, and Texas with respect to the division and apportion-
ment of the waters of the Rio Grande, Pecos, and Canadian or
Red River, and all other streams in which such States are
jointly interested;

H. R. 6499. An act granting the consgent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of New Mexico and
Arizona with respect to the division and apportionment of
the waters of the Gila and San Francisco Rivers and all other
streams in which such States are jointly interested;

H. R. 7024. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of Colorado and New
Mexico with respect to the division and apportionment of the
waters of the Rio Grande, San Juan, and Las Animas Rivers,
and all other streams in which such States are jointly inter-
ested ; and

H. R. 7025. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of Colorado, Oklahoma,
and Kansas with respect to the division and apportionment of
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the waters of the Arkansas River and all other streams in
which such States are jointly interested.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested :

S.5093. An act to authorize the issuance of certificates of
admission to aliens, and for other purposes ; and

S.5094. An act making it a felony with penalty for certain
aliens to enter the United States of Anverica under certain con-
ditions in violation of law.

The message also announced that the Senafe had passed, with
amendments in which the concurrence of the House is requested,
a bill of the House of the following title:

H. R.15848. An act making appropriations to supply urgent
deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1929, and prior fiscal years, to provide urgent supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1929,
and for other purposes.

JOINT REUNION OF THE NORTH AND SOUTH

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that I may be privileged to insert in the Recorp a little
poem with reference to the proposed reunion of the armies of
the Blue and the Gray.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unanl-
mous consent to extend his remarks by inserting a poem. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Following is the poenr referred to:

JOINT REUNION, NORTH AND SO0UTH
By Horace C. Carlisle

The pages of history never have told,
In all of the realm of unfortunate wars,
So startling a story as that which relates
To southern secession and war ’twixt the States,
Baptizing in anguish the Stripes and the Stars—
And yet the reunion, divine in the end,
Made each warring faction its enemy’s friend,

The North and the South have their differences still—
Each section yet stages, apart and alone,

Its seperate reunion—to cherish anew

The long bloody fight 'twixt the Gray and the Blue—
Though sectional hate is mow almost unknown,

The great Civil War might have never been fought

Had both sides but known what experience taught.

These separate reunions of both North and South
Are swiftly approaching expectancy’s end—

The sickle of time has kept pruning away

The lessening ranks of the Blue and the Gray,
Till few of each faction are left to attend.

Bach, judging the future alone by the past,

Knows every reunion is nearing the last.

If these two reunions, divergent in views,
Approaching so nearly their ultimate ends,

Might bury together their wounds and their scars, *

Down deep in the folds of the Stripes and the Stars,
And meet in a last joint reunion like friends—

And then should adjourn * sine die "—the sod,

Baptized in His tears, would shout * Glory to God!"

Then out into history as they both pass—
8o sweet from forgiveness's heart through its mouth—
All over the world, far and wide, back and forth,
The Star-Spangled Banner would ring from the North,
While Dixie might sing from the heart of the South—
And then, at the last farewell tap of the drum,
From God's great reunion would come home, sweet home.

BTATEMENT OF HON. PEDRO GUEVARA, RESIDENT COMMISBIONER FROM
THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS

Mr. WILLIAMS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by having printed
a statement made by Mr. GUEvARA, Resident Commissioner from
the Philippine Islands.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The statement is as follows:

THE PHILIFPINE ISLANDS

Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, it is with deep regret
on my part that I appear before this committee to discuss a question
pertaining to the relationship between the United States and the Philip-
pine Islands, as they weré defined by the responsible and constitutional
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lenli:;ra of the American people and by the Congress of the United States
itself.,

Had this existing relation between the United States and the Philip-
pine Islands been properly solved in one way or another by the sovereign
power there would have been no occasion to engage in this discussion
which is now provoked by the proposed limitation of entry of Philippine
sugar and tobacco to the United States and the levying of a duty on
coprax, coconut oil, and cordage,

The Filipino people as a whole are opposed to this proposition, though
it may seem somewhat inconsistent with thelr stand in their aspiration
for political independence, A thorough discussion of the guestion, how-
ever, will bring home to the members of this committee that the oppo-
sition of the Filipino people is fully justified and well founded.

First of all, I wish to emphasize the fact that the Filipino people do
not claim any privilege which is not in consonance with the ‘American
principles. Furthermore, they are not inclined to claim any right which
is not deeply rooted in the principles upon which the relationship be-
tween the United States and the Philippine Islands was founded.

The opposition of the Filipino people to the plan of limiting the free
entry of Philippine sugar and tobacco to the United States and the
levying of duty on coprax, coconut oil, and cordage is founded on the
following grounds:

First. It violates the underlying principles of the free-trade relations
between the United States and the Philippine Islands.

Second. It violates the fundamental rights of all the people living
under the American flag to the pursuit of life, liberty, and happiness.

Third. It will be the beginning of economie slavery in the Philippine
Islands and will announce to the world a policy of exploitation of a
weaker and less fortunate people,

Fourth., It will lay down a policy on the part of the Government of
the United States of setting aside the principle of equal opportunity to
all and special privilege to none,

Fifth, It will give birth to a new American policy of extending a
greater protection to foreign countries than those which, in the words
of President McKinley, were brought by providential designs under the
shades and protection of the American flag.

Sixth. The passage of the Timberlake resolution will not have the
intended effect of encouraging the development and protection of the
beet-sugar industry in the continental United States,

Seventh. It will open the American market to the flood of Cuban
sugar to the injury of the beet-sugar industry In continental United
States.

Eighth, It will cause an increase in the price of sugar consumed and
needed in American homes,

Ninth. It will sanction the un-American principle of considering a
conntry foreign for one purpose and domestie for another,

Tenth. It is against the policy of the Government of the United
States to develop the Philippine Islands economically for the mutual
benefit of both countries.

The present trade relations between the United States and the Phil-
ippine Islands should fall under the principle governing the interstate
commerce. It was unhappily termed *“ free trade,” probably because
of the uncertain political status of the Philippine Islands under the
American flag. To my mind, however, whatever may be the present
political status of the Philippine Islands, it is evident and undeniable
that that country is now under the American flag and sovereignty. To
be under the American flag and sovereignty is, if I am not mistaken, a
qualification to aequire those fundamental rights of American citizen-
ship to pursue happiness, life, and prosperity. I will discuss this point
later in the course of my remarks,

Now, under the terms of the free-trade relations between the United
States and the Philippine Islands it is provided :

“That all articles, the growth or product of or manufactured in the
Philippine Islands from materials, the growth or product of or manu-
factured in the Philippine Islands or of the United States, or of both,
or which do not contain foreign materials to the value of more than 20
per cent of their total value, upon which no drawback of customs dutles
has been allowed therein, coming into the United States from the
Philippine Islands shall hereafter be admitted free of duty: Provided,
hotwever, That in consideration of the exemptions aforesaid, all articles,
the growth, produect, or manufacture of the United States, upon which
no drawback of customs duties has been allowed therein, shall be ad-
mitted to the Philippine Islands from the United States free of duty.”
(Tariff act, 1913, Sec. IV, ch. 16.)

It is now proposed to amend this specific provision of the tariff act
above quoted, as far as it concerns the sugar and tobacco produced In
the Philippine Islands and the levying of a duty on coprax, coconut ofl,
and cordage, but not as to any product, articles, or growth and manu-
factured in the United States. The resolution would place the Philip-
pine Islands in a very disadvantageous position as to its exportation to
the United States, maintaining, however, the present already advan-
tageous position of the Unlted States as to its articles, the growth,
product, or manufacture.

I look at this question as one that should command the most careful
attention on the part of the members of this committee. It is worthy to
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note that under the terms of the present trade relations between the
United States and the Philippine Islands there is already a discrimina-
tion against the latter eountry. It does not establish, as it should, the
absolute reciprocity which is the ruling prineiple in all free-trade rela-
tions. The plan suggested would give greater opportunities and advan-
tages to the United States, which is much larger and wealthier than the
Philippine Islands. This point alone should cause all fair-minded
Americans to disapprove this unfortunate plan which the committee has
now under its consideration.

Of course, I am ready to admit that the Congress of the United
States, in the exercise of its comstitutional authority and jurisdietion,
eould enact any law discriminatory to the Philippine Islands, notwith-
standing the fact that it is under the American flag. The question.
however, is, Should Congress pass such legislation, un-American in its
nature and oppressive in its character? Should Congress pass any legis-
lation discriminatory to any people because its Government has enough
power and strength to enforce such a law? 1 refuse to believe that the
Government of the United States will ever commit itself to such a policy.

Phis Government was the first to negotiate the treaty restoring to
China complete tarif autonomy and guaranteeing its citizens against
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Ex-Pregident Taft, on October 16, 1907, said:

“The policy looks to the improvement of the people (the Filipinos)
both industrially and in self-government ecapacity. As this policy of
extending control continues, it must logieally reduce and finally end the
sovereignty of the United States in the islands, unless it shall seem
wise to the American and the Filipino peoples, on account of mutually
beneficial trade relations and pessible advantage to the islands in their
foreign relations, that the bond shall not be eompletely severed.”

If our present political relationship is no longer mutvally beneficial
on account of the competition that the industrial and agricultural
products of the Philippine Islands may offer or actually offer to
American eommodities, then, in honesty and fairness to both peoples,
the sovereignty of the United States in the islands ghould be ended,
thos permitting the Filipino people to work out their own salvation
and destiny. It is untbinkable even to imagine that the American
people will be inclined to tie the hands of the Filipinos in order to
deprive them of their needed strength and freedom to fight out their
existence in these days of intemsive and hard struggle for life,

The worst aspect of the matter mow under discussion s that the
policy proposed in the plan Is sought only to be applied to the Philip-

diserimination. This faet was particularly emphasized by President

pine Islands, and mot to her other outlaying possessions, and this faet

Coolidge in his message to Congress on December 4, 1928,

It is pertinent to point out that the Filipinos, even if not enjo¥ing
the privilege of American citizenship, are nevertheless for all purposes
conationals, for they are under the protection of the same flag that
protects American citizens and owe allegiance to the same Government.
Why, then, should the Congress of the United States pass legislation
discriminating against Filipinos who are conationals of American eiti-
gens b

At this point I wish to indulge my time now in briefly reviewing
the motives and reasons for the occupation of the Philippine Islands
by the United States.

1t is common knowledge that the occupation of the Philippine Islands
by the United States took place only as an Incident of the war against
Spain. After the American flag was hoisted in that country it was
made necesgary to define the reasons and motives for such occupation.
And so President McKinley, in his message to Congress in 1899, said:

“ We shall continue, as we have begun, to open the schools and the
churches, to set the courts in operation, to foster the industry and trade
and agriculture, and in every way in our power to make this people
whom Providence has brought within our jurisdiction feel that it is
their liberty not our power, their welfare and not our gain we are
seeking to enhance.”

Upon another occasion President McKinley said:

“ We accepted the Philippines from high duty in the interest of their
inhabitants and for humanity and civilization. Our sacrifices were with
these high motives. We want to improve the condition of the inhabit-
ants, securing them peace, liberty, and the pursuit of their highest
good.”

There is no more need to interpret these official utterances of Presi-
dent McKinley in the days when the TPhilippine Islands were first
occupied by the United States, for they are very clear.

The plan proposed 1s in nowise in accordance with the reasons and
motives which prompted the accupation of the Philippine Islands by the
United States. It certainly will not foster industry, trade, and agri-
culture in the Philippine Islands as announced by President McKinley
in his message to Congress in 18909, Nor will it make good the “ sac-
rifices ” asserted by the President for the high motive of improving the
conditions of the inhabitants of the Philippine Islands and to secure
them the pursuit of thelr highest good.

The fulfillment of a duty always presupposes sacrifices, and the plan
proposed is a departure from the ideals and principles upon which the
occupation of the Philippine Islands by the United States finds justifica-
tion. It was for this reason that the free-trade relations between the
United States and the Philippine Islands was established—to facilitate
the pursuit of the * highest good " of the inhabitants therein. Should
these free-trade relations be modified in the manner proposed, that
““ highest good™ of the inhabitants of the Phillppine Islands, which is
the cornmer stone of the American sovereignty in those islands, will no
Jonger be the ideal of this Nation. On the contrary, the adoption of
the said plan will thereafter mean that the * highest good ™ of a few
inhabitants of the United States and Cuba was the reason and motive
for the American sovereignty in the Philippines, I have to admit,
however, that it iz also the duty of this Government to assure and
ascertain the * highest good" of its citizens above all. But to my
mind it is a question of honor and duty for the Ameriean people to cut
the tie now holding the Philippine Islands under the American flag if
their economic interests are really in conflict.

If the American people believe it injurious in their interest to adjust
their policy with the reasons and motives given for holding the Phillp-
pine Islands under their sovereignty, there is no other alternative but
io free the Filipinos from all political connection with the United
States, unless there is a decided plan or purpose to hold them in
bondage and oppression.

alone wil] show to the members of this committee how resentful the
Filipino people ought to be. In passing, I wish to quote what Governor
Stimson, of the Philippine Islands, one of the most distinguished citi-
zens and statesmen of this country, said in discussing the propriety
of the Timberlake resolution. Addressing the Ameriean Chamber of
Commeree of the Philippine Islands, on August 15, 1928, he said:

“ No words can adequately express the depths of my feeling on that
subject, because the attempt to restrict freedom of trade between the
islands and the United States represents about the worst possible
backward step that counld be taken ip Ameriean policy. It would
mean going back to those old doctrines of colonial relations of 300
years ago, which held that the colonies of a country existed solely
for the benefit of the mother country and could be exploited at will by
that country. It would mean going back to a doctrine which caused
the withering up throughout the centuries of the flourishing colonies
of Portugal and Spain and would have done it for Great Britain if it
had not been for the Ameriean Revolution.”

Governor Stimson continued to say:

* Tast think what it would do to that attempt on the part of America
to cultivate oriental trade if our rivals could turn around and peint
to an attempt at unfairness and injustice to our own people under the
American flag in these islands!™

The United States, fram 1918 on, has wisely applied to the Philippine
Islands the policy of quasi-tariff assimilation. Such a course was not
possible before 1913, for, in accordanee with Article IV of the treaty
of Paris, it was agreed upon that for a term of 10 years from the date
of the exchange of the ratification of the said treaty the United States
is to admit Spanish ships and merchandise to the ports of the Philippine
Islands on the same terms as ships and merchandise of the United
Btates. Therefore the application to the Philippines of the policy of
tariff assimilation would be injurious to the United States, for the FPhil-
ippine Islands might become a spot from which Spanish merchandise
could be sent to the United States duty free. After the expiration of 10
years agreed upon in the treaty of Paris, the United States immediately
applied to the Phillppine Islands the policy of quasi-tariff assimilation,
thus establishing the free trade between the two countries.

The United States, in order to modify its tariff policy as applied to
the Philippines, must concur in three important reasons, to wit: (a)
International relations, (b) geographieal influence, and (ec) interest of
CONSumers.

As far as 1 am aware, none of these reasons is now in existence to
justify the modification of the tariff policy of the United States toward
the Philippine Islands. It is but fair to ascertain how, when the United
States in 1913 saw fit to apply to the Philippine Islands its present
tariff policy, its framers thorougilly considered these three reasons the
most important of all, being the international reiations and the inter-
ests of the consumers, which seems to be the foundation of the tariff
policy proposed to this committee.

As to my second point, that the plan violates the fundamental rights
of all the people living under the American flag to the pursuit of life,
liberty, and happiness.

In the Declaration of Independence of the thirteen Colonies it was
declared that—** we hold as self-evident truth; that all men are created
equal ; that they are endowed by the Creator with certain inalienable
rights ; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”

It is evident from this declaration that the Filipinos will be denied the
right to pursue their happiness if the proposed plan is passed by the
Congress of the United States, If the United States closes the doors of
its market to the Philippine products and at the same time deprives
them of the instrumentalities essential to the upbuilding of their markets
abroad, it will be tantamount to hindering their economic progress,
which is vital to their happiness, prosperity, and life.

The list of grievances of the thirteen Colonies against the British
Empire recites among other things the following :
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“ For imposing taxes on us without our consent.”

Under the slogan of * Taxation without representation ™ the American
people fought the greatest and bloodiest reyolution the world had ever
witnessed, and when victory was attained they formulated and adopted
the Constitution for the United States, which is the document from
which all the natlons take inspiration.

In that Constitution was written that “no tax or duty shall be laid
on articles exported from any State’ which is essential for the pro-
motion of happiness, life, and liberty of the inhabitants therein. It
may be suggested, as it was suggested by Mr. TIMBERLAKE, of Colorado,
that the Philippine Islands has not yet acquired the status of a State,
In reply to this argument I shall say that the framers of the Con-
stitution, when it was formulated and adopted, never thought that the
Union was to acquire outlying p i by juest or by any other
_title, pursuing the colonial designs of Great Britain, against whom
they emancipated themselyes through the force of arms. It is but
logical to think that the framers of the Constitution have not had in
their minds to bring under the American flag people to whom the right
to pursue happiness, life, and liberty is to be demied. And so the
Supreme Court of the United States, in the cases of De Lima v. Bidwell
(182 U. 8. 1) and Fourteen Diamond Rings v. United States (183 U. 8.
176), said:

“ With the ratification of the treaty of peace between the United
Btates and Spain, April 11, 1809, the islands of Porto Rieco ceased to
be ‘a foreign country’® within the meaning of the tariff law.”

The same doctrine was followed and vpheld in the case of Fourteen
Diamond Rings against United States, which was a direct discussion
on the tariff status of the Philippine Islands.

The contentions in those two cases, as admitted to the court by the
parties thereof, were:

“1, Porto Rico (or the Philippine Islands) was not in June or Sep-
tember, 1899, ‘a foreign country’' within the meaning of that term as
used in the tariff act of 1897.

“2, Even if—In denial of the foregoing contention—the tariff act of
1807 had to be construed as in fact purporting to authorize the collec.
tion of duties on goods brought from Porto Rico into New York in
June or September, 1899, then, in that aspect of it and to that extent,
the act in guestion must be held uneconstitutional and ineffectual to
justify the exaction complained of in this ecase.,”

The fundamental constitutional points were raised in the discussion
of those two cases, to wit: (a) Congress can not “lay and collect”
any “ duties " save such as are “ uniform throughout the United States";
(b) *“duties™ collectible **on goods brought from Porto Rico into
New York in June or September, 1899, would have been duties not
“ yniform throughout the United States,”” Porto Rico having been ever
since the ratification of the treaty with Spain a part of *the United
Btates."

When these two cases were argued before the Supreme Court of the
United States very interesting and enlightening arguments were pre-
gented by both sides, and if I could have more time than that allotted
me I would produce them before this committee. For my purpose it
would be sufficient for me to guote here the high lights of the decision
of the court. Justice Brown, who delivered the opinion of the court,
sald :

% The theory that a country remains foreign with respect to the tariff
laws until Congress has acted by embracing it within the customs uniom,
presupposes that a country may be domestic for one purpose and foreign
for another.”

After the discussion by the court of several incidental facts of the
ease, it said:

“ We are unable to acquiesce in this assumption that a Territory may
be at the same time both foreign and domestic.”

Therefore the court decided that Porto Rico was not a foreign coun-
try within the meaning of the tariff lJaws, but a Territory of the United
States: that the duties were illegally exacted, and that the plaintiffs
are entitled to recover them back.

1 afn aware, Mr., Speaker, of the arguments advanced that the Philip-
pine Islands have not so far acquired the status of a State of the Union,
and for this reason they can not ¢laim the rights of any of those States
guaranteed by the Constitution as to the uniformity of taxes and that
* no tex or duty shall be laid on articles exported from any States."

In addition to the arguments I have already set forth, I wish to ex-
amine now the constitutional meaning of the words * the United States.”
When the Constitution refers to * the United States” It does not convey
the Idea that “the United States” is limited to the geographical
boundaries of the States of the Union.

This very point was thoroughly discussed in the case of De Lima
against Bidwell. The counsel for the plaintiff said in this respect the
following :

“All territory lawfully acquired and taken under sovereign jurisdiction
s a part of the United States. The Constitution Is a charter or grant
of powers conferred vpon the Federal Government by the people of
the United States. The Federal Government has no existence outside
of this Constitution. Henee it Is a confusion of terms to speak of ter-
ritory to which the United Btates has aequired title as not beilng within
our * constitutional boundaries® or incorporated into the United States.
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It is a misapprebension of the nature of our institutions and of the
funetion of the organic law of our national existence, known as the
‘ Constitution,” to spedk of any part of the Nation being beyond its
boundaries or to speak of its ‘existence’ over portions or over all of
the national territory. There is no boundary to the Comstitution other
than the whole sphere of the activity of the Federal Government., Out-
side of that sphere, beyond that boundary, the Federal Government can
only act by usurpation—a government of force, not of law—and officers
assuming to act for the United States outside of the prescriptions of the
Constitution are, however well-intentioned, outside of the law.”

From what I have stated It does not necessarily follow that all the
provisions of the Constitution of the United States are applied to its
outlying possessions, like Porto Rieco and the Philippine Islands, It is
evident, however, that when Congress legislates for the outlying posses-
sions its power and authority ought to be in harmony with the Constitu-
tlon. For instance, Congress can not pass any law permitting in the
Philippine Islands the practice of polygamy or the establishment of
slavery. Yet these specific provisions of the Constitution are not ap-
plied to the Philippine Islands. The nonapplication of the Constitution
to the Philippine Islands does not mean that Congress could pass legis-
lation for the outlying possessions outside of the provisions of that
Constitution,

The part of the Constitution of the United States which provides
that * the trial of all crimes, except in cases of impeachment, shall be
by jury,” and woman suffrage is not applicable to the Philippine
Islands. Congress, however, can not pass any legislation for the Philip-
pine Islands prohibiting its local legislature to pass a law granting its
inhabitants the trial by jury or granting suffrage to the women therein.

The theory that the Constitution does not follow the flag is not abso-
Inte. The principles embodled in the Constitution and symbolized by
the flag go with it wherever it may be hoisted. But whether the
Constitution does or does not follow the flag, it is self-evident truth
that it remains in the United States as the fountain from which Con-
gress should take inspiration in the exercige of its legislative authority.

No, Mr. Bpeaker, I hate to think that there is any overt or covert
aim in the plan to establish economic slavery in the Philippines. I
would rather prefer to believe that if this were the effect of the passage
of the proposed plan it would have to be without the conscientions
approval of its proponents. And yet it would be the effect, if passed,
This point can be briefly demonstrated. The resolution limits to 500,000
tons the sugar that the Philippine Islands could export to the United
States. It is also proposed to levy a duty on coconut oll, coprax, and
cordage, and to put a limitation to Philippine tobacco. Above the
limitation the full tariff wall will be applied. The Unlted States will
continue holding its right to export to the Philippine Islands all her
products, growth, and manufacture duty free. This fact will compel
the Filipinos to buy, by law of necessity, nothing but American prod-
ucts and merchandise for the reason that similar products and mer-
chandise coming from foreign countries are in nowise able to establish
in the Philippine Islands a competitive market. They will continuc
paying the customs duty they are required to pay now, and this will
give an absolute monopoly of the Philippine market to Ameriean
products and merchandize.

The American products and merchandise are now, in fact, without
competition in the Philippine market, and if they so desire could dictate
the price and hence absorb all the energy of the purchasing capacity of
the people. What then? Now that the government of the Philippine
Islands, through the help of American capital or Filipino capital, and
now that the first step has been already taken in that direction by the
able leadership of Governor Stimson, the wages will be at their disposal,
for the people of the Philippine Islands, having been deprived of the
benefit of the American market, the only one they could have under
the circumstances for their major industries, will be plunged info pov-.
erty, reducing them to mere wage hunters. This pleture of the situa-
tion to be created by the plan, if adopted, is bafling. It should startle
any humanitarian government. Besides, this proposed limitation and
levying of duty on coconut oil and copra will have the effect of giving
more protection to foreign countries than the Philippine Islands, which
is under the American flag. It is a well-known fact that Cuban sugar
enjoys the privilege of preferential duty in the United States. The
Philippine sugar, if the proposed limitation is adopted, will pay the full
duty imposed on foreign sugar entering the United States above the
500,000-ton limit. This policy will operate to render more protection
to Cuban sugar than that produced in the Philippine Islands. It will be
a strange poliey to be adopted by the United States, and it will upset
all the previous benefits received by the Filipinos from this Nation.

It is alleged that the proposed limitation of importation of Philip-
pine sugar to the United States Is intended to encourage the develop-
ment of its beet-sugar industry. This can be properly demonstrated
to be fallaclous. The beet-sugar industry in the continental United
States can not exist without the importation of seasonal Mexican labor
and seeds from Germany. Once the Dbeet-sugar industry has been
properly developed it has to employ American labor with the wage
rate now enforced throughout the United States.

The cost of production of the beet sugar in the continental United
States will be such as to cause the rise of the price of this commodity
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used and needed In American homes. According to statistics, the cost
of beet-sugar production in this country with the employment of sea-
sonal Mexican labor is 8 cents per pound. (Report of the Federal
Trade Commission on the beet-sugar industry in the United States
May 24, 1917.)

The hearings from February 21 to April 8, before the House Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization, on the bills regulating
Mexican immigration, the hearings on the tariff before the correspond-
ing committees of the Senate and the House, and the well-documented
discussions before the United States Tariff Commission a few years
ago conclusively established the fact that Mexican labor is indispensable
in the beet-sugar industry in America, A man with his family working an
acre of land is pald around $24 for the season, and according to experts,
if a sugar-beet planter is asgked to pay $100 per acre instead of $24,
the indusiry ean only exist at the expense of the consumer, who will
be compelled to pay an unconscionable high price,

It has been reported by the child-welfare organizations that the
sugar-beet industry is the heaviest employer of child labor. It is but
fair to hope that a child labor law will be adopted by those States
where the sugar-beet industry is in full development and the enlightened
leaders of the industry can be depended on reasonably to observe both
the ethics and the humanity of the case.

If the amount paid to a man and his family for producing 1 acre
of beet sugar is $24, which makes the cost of production 3 cents per
pound, then the conclusion iz that paying $100 per acre it will cost
at least 12 cents to produce a pound of this commodity. Adding to
this the cost of production per pound of sugar, the cost of transporta-
tion, storage, taxes, administration, depreciation, and other expenses
for its marketing, the result will be a tremendous and startling high
price of sugar for the American consumer., Iis effect would be that
the Cuban sugar will flood the American market, for that country is
able to produce sugar so much more cheaply than it can be produced in
any other part of the world. Cuba in this ease—to compete suecess-
fully—would not need the benefit of any fariff preference in the United
Btates.

According to statistics the cost of production of sugar in Cuba is
from 1,75 to 2 cents per pound. The transportation from Cuba to
New York Is estimated to be 13 cents per hundred pounds, or about
three-twentieths of a cent per pound.

The cost of production of Philippine sugar per pound, delivered at
New York, Is from 3 to 3% cents. A slight comparison of the cost of
produciion per pound of the Cuban sugar to tbat of the Philippine
sugar, both delivered at New York, will show that the Philippine sugar
needs more protection than that of Cuba. I will not deal any further
with this statistical matter, for General Mclntyre has dealt or will deal
with them with abundant data and figures.

Suffice for me to say that any restriction to be Imposed on Philippine
sugar and tobacco importation into the United Btates and any duty to
be levied on coprax and coconut oil will be absolutely contrary to the
announced polliey of the Government of the United States to develop
the Philippine Islands economically for the mutual benefit of both
countries. The essence of the whole guestion now before this com-
mittee is one that affects the fundamentals of the existing relationship
between the United States and the Philippine Islands. The United
States would fail to fulfill its trusteeship over the Philippine Islands
by discouraging the economic development of that country. The Philip-
pine Islands and the inhabitants therein would be unbappy and dis-
contented if held by the United States under her flag and sovereignty
and were prevented by congressiomal action to enjoy the privilege of
free trade with the mother country. Such a proposition is a challenge
to American fairness and justice.

In passing it is worthy to note that it seems that the Philippine
Islands is to be converted to a spot where even American citizens have
to suffer from her anomalous political situation. The American citizens
in the Philippine Islands were, and are, placed by the Congress of the
United States in a disadvantageous and the worst position in compari-
son with other foreigners. They are subjected to double taxation by
their own home Government.

In justice to them, I wish to
that President Coolidge in his
1928, emphatically pointed out
American citizens from double
asking.

The Philippine Islands, under the present circumstances and condi-
tions, and under the legislations enacted by Congress of the United
States, is a better place in which to live for a Britisher, Japanese,
French, German, or a Chinese than for an American citizen,

If the Philippine Islands should become independent, I am positive
that they will see to it that American citizens occupy a place of parity,
if not better, than any other foreigners in those islands.

I wigh to take advantage of this opportunity to entreat this com-
mittee to devise some means of relieving those American citizens now
residing in the Philippine Islands from double taxation, thus placing
them at the same footing with their foreign competitors. This is but
Jjust and fair. Let it be known that those American citizens who have

call to the attention of this committee
message to Congress on December 4,
the grim necessity of relieving those
taxation, for which they are justly
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invested money In the Philippine Islands may be properly regarded
as the forerunners of this Nation in the Far East. They have made
sacrifices in leaving their homeland and those dear to them that they
may unfurl in that part of the world the banner of prestige and glory
of this great Nation. For this reason alone, if not for any other, they
descrve most careful consideration on the part of the United States
Congress.

FIRST DEFICIENCY BILL, 1929

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, the deficiency appropriation
bill has just been reported to the House with Senate amend-
ments. No request has been made to send it to conference, but
it may be at any time during the day.

Now, I know that a great many Members of the House are
very much interested in the amendment of Senator HaArris in
the deficiency appropriation bill which provides for an adequate
appropriation for prohibition enforeement. I think there ought
to be some notice given to the membership of the House as to
when this matter may be called up, in order that the Members
may be present, and in order that they may have the parlia-
mentary situation fixed so that the House may be assured of
a vote on that amendment and a debate on it.

I would like to know if there is anyone on the floor who
is authorized to speak and say when it is expected to eall up
this appropriation bill, either for concurrence in the Senate
amendments or to send it to conference?

Mr. TILSON. If the gentleman is directing his remarks to
me, I will say that I have talked with the member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations who is in charge of the bill, and asked
him to let me know a day in advance of the time when he
intends to bring it up.

Mr. HASTINGS. Then the House will be able to have some
notice as to when it will be called up, so that we may be
assured of some notice when it is to be called up?

Mr. TILSON. I do not think there is any intention of spring-
ing a surprise on the House. It was my purpose to notify the
House a day in advance in order that the Members of the
House may be here. There is no reason for imputing to anyone
the purpose of springing a surprise on anybody.

Mr. HASTINGS. I thought the House was entitled to have
notice given when it was to be brought up.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Many gentiemen are interested in
the question of when the deficiency bill will be sent to confer-
ence. Undoubtedly we can consult the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Woon], in charge of it, and get from him a statement as
to when he intends to bring it up.

Mr. TILSON. I have already asked the gentleman from
Indiana to let me know.

Mr. GARNER of Texas., The gentleman from Indiana, in
fairness to the Members, could give notice as to when he in-
tends to call it up. Some Members, I may say, desire to go
away at the end of the week, but they do not want to go away
if that bill is to be called up this week. In the interest of
accommodation of various Members on both sides of the aisle,
let me urge the gentleman from Connecticut to urge the gen-
tleman from Indiana to give notice when he intends to eall
it up.

Mr. TILSON. I do not think that I should encourage Mem-
bers to leave the eity, but I asked the gentleman from Indiana
to let me know in order that I might notify the Members of
the House as to when it is intended to call it up.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Could not the gentleman from
Indiana say when he expects to call it up?

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly.

Mr. CRAMTON. 1 think it is shown in the Recorp that this
bill has only come back from the Senate within the last five
minutes. It happens that the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
Woen], who will be the House conferee in charge of the bill, is
not now on the floor. I am sure no gentleman here needs to
have any worry about the gentleman from Indiana giving every
courtesy and consideration that may be desired. If this ques-
tion is brought up when the gentleman from Indiana is here,
I am sure there will be no hesitation on his part to so inform
the House, :

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman from Michigan
undertake to get in touch with him to-day, so that the Recorp
of to-day may show when he intends to call that up?

Mr. TILSON. It may be that the gentleman from Indiana
has not yet determined when he will bring it up, but I have
asked the gentleman from Indiana to let me know at least a
day in advance when he intends to eall it up.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr., Speaker, may I ask the gentleman a
question? The press this morning reports that the House ad-
ministration has been asked to kill this prohibition amendment
which was passed by the Senate. I want to ask the gentleman
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if he does not think it fair to the membership of the House, in
view of the fact that this guestion is one concerning which all
of the people of the United States are interested one way or the
other, that we be given a chance to debate the matter with the
idea of giving our conferees definite instructions before they go
to conference? That matter ought to be debated thoroughly
before the matter goes to conference.

Mr. TILSON. The House is master of the situation.

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, but the gentleman is in control of the
whole situation, and the gentleman knows a motion could be
made to send this bill to conference without any debate at all.

Mr. TILSON. There would have to be a majority of the
membership of the House present in order to carry that motion.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr, Speaker, I call for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. Of course, this debate has been proceeding
by unanimous consent.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. EDWARDS. Is it now in order to submit a motion to
instruct the conferees with respect to this matter?

The SPEAKER. No; not until the bill is ealled up.

MEMORIAL EXERCISES FOR HON. MARTIN B. MADDEN

Mr., SPROUL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for one minute.

The SPEAKER. Without objeetion, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen
of the House, some three weeks ago my colleague from Illinois
[Mr. BrrrreEx] asked and received unanimous consent to have
Sunday, February 10, set aside as a day on which to heold
memorial services for our deparfed Member, the Hon. MARTIN
B. MappEN. Since that time a resolution has been passed by
the House appointing a committee to look after those memorial
services. I have consulted the family of Mr. MappeN and they
want his services held in conjunction with the services held
for other Members who have passed away. Therefore I ask
unanimous consent that the order to make Sunday, February
10, a memorial day for the Hon, MArTIN B. MApDEN be vacated.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-
mous consent that the order under which Sunday, February 10,
was made a memorial day for the late MarTin B. MapbbeEN be
vacated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the fol-
lowing communication ;
JaNvary 23, 1020,
Hon. NICHOLAS LONGWORTH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Dear Mn. SpEARER: I hereby tender my resignation as a member of
the Committee on Rules.
Very sincerely yours,
C. W. RAMSEYER.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation will be
accepted.

There was no objection.

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. To-day business which was in order yester-
day is in order, and the Clerk will call the committees.

The Clerk called the committees, and when the Committee on
the Public Lands was called—

ASSESSMENT OF BENEFITS AGATNST PUBLIC LANDS AND LANDS
HERETOFORE OW NED BY THE UNITED STATES

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on
Public Lands I call up H. R, 10657, to authorize the assessment
of levee, road, drainage, and other improvement-district benefits
against public lands and lands heretofore owned by the United
States. Thisg bill is on the House Calendar.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah ealls up a bill,
which the Clerk will report. :

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The parliamentary situation in regard to
this bill is that it has been read.twice, and if no amendments
are proposed the question is on the engrossment and third read-
ing of the bill.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, there are some amendments to
be offered and some changes made. When we brought up the
bill on the last Calendar Wednesday there was considerable dis-
cussion, and a number of changes are to be recommended. I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, DRIVER]
for the purpose of having an explanation made concerning the
bill.
Mr. DRIVER. Mr, Speaker, when this bill was under consid-
eration on last Wednesday, a fear was expressed on the part
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of some of the Members that the permission carried by this
bill to levy the assessment provided for was possibly too broad
and would permit the accumulation of assessments on these
lands, former public lands, before the title ripened in the oceu-
pant. It being my intention to fully protect against any such
contingency I expressed then to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CramTON], who raised this question of doubt, my desire
to eliminate all question about it. Therefore further confer-
ences were held with Judge Finney, of the land department, and
he has prepared a suggestion of amendments to take the place
of sections 1, 2, and 3 of the bill which, in his opinion, will limit
these assessments to the time when the title ripens in the ocen-
pant. Therefore, Mr, Speaker, I offer the following as an
amendment to sections 1, 2, and 3.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Driver to sections 1, 2, and 3 of the bill:
Strike out all of sections 1, 2, and 3, and insert in lleu thereof the
following :

“ Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of the Government of the United
Btates to the levy of special asscssments, based upon beneflis estimated
to be derived from local levee and drainage districts within the
boundaries of the St. Francis levee distriet in Arkansas, within the
Btate of Arkansas, is hereby expressed and given. 'The laws of the
State of Arkansas, levying said special assessments and providing for
the enforcement of such levy and the establishment of a lien and of all
remedies pertaining thereto are expressly made applicable to the lands
deseribed in this act: Provided, That no levy, assessment, or collection
of any special assessment shall attach or be applicable to any lands
of the United States, nor permit the collection of any special assessment
for such tax from the United States Government, nor from any entry-
man or person as to any such lands until the date when the entryman
or purchaser shall become entitled to a patent from the United States
for such land. Such levy, specinl assessment, or tax shall not operate
against the Government of the United States, and shall only operate
and take effect and be in force when and if the equitable title to any
particular tract of land involved shall have passed from the United
States to such entryman or purchaser, and such entryman or purchaser
8hall have become entitled to patent therefor,

*“8ec. 2. That all the acts, levies, assessments, and proceedings
in substantial accordance with the laws of Arkansas, and all levies
and assessments of benefits against lands, the equitable title to which
had passed as provided in scction 1 of this act, are hereby cured and
confirmed, and the same shall not be set aside, vaeated, or annulled
by any court for want of jurlsdiction or any Iirregularity in the pro-
ceedings, based upon the want of authority now conferred by this
act.

“ 8EC, 3. That this act shall be awvailable to the St. Francis levee
district of Arkansas, and to any drainage district within the boundaries
of the St. Francis levee district heretofore or hereafter created, as
expressing the consent of the Government to the special assessments
fixed substantially in accordance with the laws of Arkansas and this
aet.”

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin, Mr. Speaker, may I ask the
gentleman a question about the bill?

Mr. DRIVER. Yes; I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I note that the title of the bill
refers—I read:

to public lands and lands heretofore owned by the United States,

This language of the title would include any or all such
Iands wherever located.

Mr. DRIVER. There is an express exception, I will say to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin., Will the gentleman permit fur-
ther? The body of the bill, however, relates specifically and
exclusively to such lands within the State of Arkansas. Ought
not the title to be amended to read * heretofore owned by the
United States within the boundaries of the State of Arkansas,”
so that the title will also be specific and relate exclusively to
lands within that State, as does the bill?

Mr. DRIVER. Yes. Under the suggestion made by Judge
Finney I notice that is true, so I will ask that the title be
amended so ag to provide for that,

Mr. SNELL. I suppose the gentleman is going to explain the
practical effect of this amendment?

Mr. DRIVER. I wiil be very pleased to. I made the ex-
planation on Wednesday of last week, I will say to the gentle-
man from New York; but I will be glad to repeat it at this
time.

Mr. SNELL. If the explanation has been made, I do not
know that I want the gentleman to repeat it.

‘Mr. DRIVER. T will be very pleased to make it again, The
purpose here is to provide for the assessment of drainage and
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levy benefits on the heretofore publicly owned lands of the
eastern part of Arkansas, The land is in two counties.

These lands were lowlands, the drainage basins for the higher
lands of that section, at one time claimed under the laws of
the State of Arkansas as riparian lands; and under the opera-
tion of that law the title of the shore owners extended to the
thread of the stream.

Now, through certain reclamation work that was placed in
that area, these lands were partially uncovered and the at-
tention of the Government was called to the fact that they
were at one time similar to the higher areas about them.
They were created by that very remarkable earth disturbance of
1811, called the New Madrid earthquake, and when they were
originally surveyed under the direction of the United States
Government, the surveyors delimited these areas, meandered
them, and marked them on the plat and surveys as lakes. In
fact, they were land in place and through all these areas were
elevations covered with the same character of timber that you
find on the adjacent higher lands.

The Government then asserted title, successfully, to these
lands.

Now, in the meantime, while the supposed riparian owners
were in control, drainage districts and the levee district were
organized and through the influence of these works the lands
were uncovered and made valuable.

The Supreme Court of the United States a couple of years
ago in a case pending at the instance of one who held a tract
of this land, decided that if these lands were the property of
the United States at the time of the organization of these recla-
mation works or districts, the lands would be forever exempted
from their levees.

So we find ourselves in an attitude where these lands have
become a part of the security for the issues of bonds that went
into the construction of the works that made these particular
lands valuable, because without them these basins could never
have been cultivated.

No question had been raised by the people who were in posses-
sion of the property and paying their taxes until this particular
man objected to collection of the tax.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has expired.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may have 10 minutes more.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. DRIVER. So now we are trying to bring these lands
within the provisions of our drainage laws that reclaimed them.

Mr. SNELL. Who has the title to these lands at the present
time?

Mr. DRIVER. The occupants under homestead hold titles
issued by the Government.

When these titles ripened we undertook to extend the law by
adding to our State law, but the decision was such that it abso-
lutely precluded us from getting that benefit and the result is
these other lands must bear a burden that should properly be
lodged against these lands, and we thought was legally lodged
against them.

Mr. SNELL. That is the effect of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. -

Mr. DRIVER. Yes. I will also say to the gentleman from
New York that a few days ago another complication entered
into the matter. Some of these parties actually went into the
courts and asked that these districts be extended, and to the
extent of those who have so petitioned, the Supreme Court of
the United States just this past week decided they were subject
to the doctrine of estoppel and therefore we have now those
people in an attitude where they not only pay the amount they
thought they were assuming but they must get under a propor-
tion of the burden of those who stand in a like attitude.

Mr. SNELL. And the men who are on these lands now re-
celved a regular title under the homestead act to the lands
from the Federal Government?

Mr. DRIVER. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. And the gentleman is simply asking that they
pay their share of the drainage-district bonds?

Mr, DRIVER. Yes., I will say to the gentleman from New
York that some question was raised the other day as to the
original bill. It was expressed here in the way of a fear that
possibly the bill was a little carelessly prepared and would
permit the assessment to go back to the date of the organization
of these districts and accumulate on these lands. The purpose
of the amendment is to avoid that possibility and provide that
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an assessment be made only when the title is ripened in the
occupant.

Mr. SNELL. It seems fo me that it is a fair proposition.

Mr, DRIVER. It is more than fair.

Mr. CRAMTON. If the gentleman will yield, I observe that
the guestion which I raised the other day with reference to this
bill, and which has been properly stated by the gentleman from
Arkansas, seemed, in the judgment of the Interior Department,
to be corrected by the amendments which the gentleman from
Arkansas has presented, and while the Interior Department had
some guestion about the bill in its original form, they are in
accord with the bill as presented and amended, by reason of the
fact, as I understand it and as the department understands it,
in the amendments now presented, instead of there being an
opportunity for the accumulation of charges before the title
ripens there can be no levy before the time comes when the title
is in the homesteader.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DRIVER. I yield.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. How does the amendment reach the ob-
jection mentioned in the letter of the Secretary of the Interior
of April 12, 1928, to Mr. Sinnotf, then chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Lands? The letter says:

It is not believed that the Government of the United Btates should
enact any law affecting or attempting to affect the title to any land that
has passed from its jurisdiction.

These lands have passed from the jurisdiction of the United
States and they have been acquired by these people under the
state of the law then in existence. Now, here comes the United
States, after relinquishing the title to the land and permitting
it to pass under this law, it comes now and subjects the land to
this burden. Has the objection of the Secretary of the Interior
in that respect been cured?

Mr. DRIVER. No, sir; and it can not be by any amend-
ment that this Congress can make. These people who have
received the benefit of this work produced there should not
egcape the responsibilities that they should assume in common
with the other people in the reclamation work.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I appreciate the gentleman’s frankness.

Mr. DRIVER. I am frank. I want to say to the gentleman
that until this question was raised not a single one of the occu-
pants of the land failed to pay promptly his assessment in
common with his neighbor. But when this one man saw fit to
resist and raise this legal question, then they stopped their
payments.

In addition to that, here comes a decision of the supreme
court of our State that the lands not exempted must not only
pay the original assessment but assume a part of the assess-
ment that the exempted class failed to pay. It is unfair to
these men that such condition should go without relief on the
part of Congress if they can be relieved.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think the gentleman’s statement is
answered adequately and admirably by the Secretary of the
Interior, when he says further:

If an unlawful tax has been levied against such lands under assumed
authority of the State of Arkaneas, the Government should not now,
after having parted with title, attempt to ratify such illegal tax., In
addition to the moral guestion involved there iz grave doubt whether
assent given by the Government, especially after the land has ceased
to be Federal property, would validate a tax void for the reason that
at the time the benefit accrued the title was in the United States,

I confess that I have not given the matter the thought that
the gentleman from Arkansas has, but on general principles I
would say that I thoroughly agree with the views of the Secre-
tary of the Interior that the Government of the United States;
having relinquished title to the lands under certain conditions
and under the law as it then existed, ought not afterwards by
its own legislation attempt to change the status of the people
who acquired title.

Mr. DRIVER. I think the gentleman has overlooked an
important feature. Under the decision in Lee against The
Osceola Improvement District——

Mr. CRAMTON. If the gentleman will yield, I think it would
interest the gentleman from Illinois to know that at the time
the Secretary of the Interior dispatched that letter to Mr, Sin-
nott, at the time the letter was drafted, the department enter-
tained a different theory as to the effect of the bill from what
was intended by the gentleman from Arkansas; and that the
purpose of the gentleman fronmr Arkansas having been definitely
put before the department, and having redrafted the first
three sections and more clearly limited their scope, the depart-
ment has changed its view of the situation.
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I shall not try to interpose
my judgment against that of the gentlemen who have framed
and are so anxious to have passed this legislation, but the
general prineiple that is involved here I think should be
preserved.

Mr. DRIVER. It is a very unusual case.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I think the report of the Secre-
tary of the Interior was drafted with the thought that these
were cumulating assessments and he objected to the bill on that
account.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Oh, no, no. The language which I read
does not refer to cumulating or noncumulating assessments, It
refers clearly to the prineiple of the Governnrent of the United
States taking action in regard to guestions affecting the status
of the owners of lands after the Government has relinquished
its title to those lands.

Mr. COLTON. And yet that was the basic objection of the
department at that time.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas
has again expired.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional 10 minutes.

Mr, STEVENSON.

Mr, DRIVER. Yes.

Mr. STEVENSON. Does the gentleman think that Congress
has the power, after the Government has parted with the land,
to turn around and add a burden to the very property that it
has parted with? In other words, can a man sell land in fee
simple and afterwards convert it into a life estate?

Mr. DRIVER. These burdens were already on the land, and
the question has been raised as to the validity of that charge,
much of which has been paid. All we ask is the consent of the
Government that we may find the opportunity to bring these
lands within the category of all lands which are charged with
the improvement.

Mr. CRAMTON. I call attention to the fact that what the
gentleman seeks to do now is not to confer an authority to
tax but to relieve a lack of authority based upon a previous
attitude of the Government.

Mr. DRIVER. Exactly.

Mr, CRAMTON, And so at the end of section 2 it is pro-
vided that the acts, and so forth, are confirmed and shall not
be set aside, and go forth—

for any want of jurisdiction or any irregularity in the proceedings—

Then—
based upon lack of authority now conferred by the act.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, if there is no further discussion,
I move the previous question on the bill and all amendments
thereto to final passage.

Mr. CRAMTON. There will be an amendment to section 4,

Mr. COLTON. Then I withhold my motion for the moment,

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas.

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr. DRIVER. Myr. Speaker, I offer the following amend-
ment, to be added to the end of section 4.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Driver: Page 3, line 21, at the end of
gection 4, strike out the period, insert a comma, and add the following:
“In the areas in Missisgippi and Poinsett Counties described in the act
of January 17, 1920."

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to,

The SPEAKER. The guestion is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
title be amended to conform to the text of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

On motion of Mr. CortoN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

Mr. DRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I ask nnanimouns consent, as a

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

part of my remarks, to extend therein a letter from the Depart-
ment of the Interior addressed to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr CramTON].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unani
mous consent to include in his remarks the letter referred to.
Is there objection?

There was no objection,
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The letter referred to is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, Janvary 19, 1929.
Hon. Lovis C. CRAMTON,
House of Representatives.

My Drag Mr. CRAMTON: I have tried to rewrite H. R. 10657, intro-
duced by Mr. DRIVER, to express what I understand from the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECOED was his intent In drawing and introducing the measure,

The bill as originally drawn would apparently permit the levy of
special assessments on public lands of the United States, or upon lands
embraced in original homestead entries, upon which the entrymen had
not so complied with the laws as to entitle them to a final certificate as
a4 basls for patent. This might result in a heavy accumulation of
unpaid assessments against vacant public lands or against lands the
title to which had not been earned, which wonld have to be assumed by
subsequent entrymen, Apparently, however, Mr, DrivER was willing to
have it apply only to lands to which the equitable title had passed from
the United States, 1. e, lands where entrymen had earned title by resi-
dence and cultivation and submission of final proof, and thereby secured
an equitable title, which needed only the issuance of patent to convey
to them the legal title.

With this thought in mind I have redrafted sections 1, 2, and 2 of
the bill. As to section 4 I am not quite clear as to the scope or intent
of the section. You will note in Becretary Work's report of April 12,
1928, he states that the only aect recognizing the right of any distriet
to tax unentered or entered public lands, for which patents have not
issued, relates to specific areas in Mississippi and Poinsett Countles, and
is restricted to loeal drainage districts (act of January 17, 1820, 41
Stat. 392). Personally, I do not like to see that provision of law ex-
tended to other unentered public lands, nor to see the provisions of see-
tion 4 extended fo other unentered or unpatented public lands. Possibly
it might be consistent to limit the application of section 4 to the lands
deseribed in the sald act of January 17, 1920, which could be done by
inserting in line 7. page 3, of H. R, 10657, after the words * that in all
cases.,” “in the areas in Mississippi and Poinsett Counties, described in
the act of January 17, 1920."

Very truly yours,
E. C. Fixxgy,
First Assistant Secretary.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its prin-
cipal clerk, announced that the Senate had ordered that the
House of Representatives be respectfully requested to return
to the Senate the following bills, to wit:

H. R. 6496. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of New Mexico and
Oklahoma with respect to the division and apportionment of
the waters of the Cimarron River and all other streams in
which such States are jointly interested;

H. R.6497. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of New Mexico, Okla-
homa, and Texas with respect to the division and apportion-
ment of the waters of the Rio Grande, Pecos, and Canadian or
Red Rivers, and all other streams in which such States are
Jointly interested ;

H. R.6499. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements beiween the States of New Mexico and
Arizona with respect to the division and apportionment of the
waters of the Gila and San Francisco Rivers, and all other
streams in which such States are jointly interested:

H. R.7024. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of Colorado and New
Mexico with respect to the division and apportionment of the
waters of the Rio Grande, San Juan, and Las Animas Rivers,
and all other streams in which such States are jointly inter-
ested ; and :

H. R.7025. An act granting the consent of Congress to com-
pacts or agreements between the States of Colorado, Oklahoma,
and Kansas with respeet to the division and apportionment of
the waters of the Arkansas River and all other streams in which
such States are jointly interested.

LASSEN VOLCANIC NATIONAL PARK, CALIF.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the committee I
call up the bill (H. R. 11406) to consolidate or acquire alien-
ated lands in Lassen Volcanic National Park in the State of
California by exchange.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah ealls up the bill
H. R. 11406, The parliamentary situation is that this bill was
considered in the ITouse as in Committee of the Whole when
it was last under consideration, The entire bill has been read.
Therefore amendments may be proposed only to the last sec-
tion of the bill
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Mr. CRAMTON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman from Utah
yield to me for a moment?

The SPEAKER. Are there amendments to be proposed?

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I understand that there are no
amendments to be proposed. I yield one minuie to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I raised some question about
the bill when it was under cousideration last week, because of an
attempt now being made to acquire by purchase or condemna-
tion private lands in the parks. There is some question as to
‘the necessity for this legislation, but after more thought upon
the subject, and consultation with the Park Service, it seems to
me it is desirable to pass this bill, because we are not sure what
may happen to the other matter. This can not hurt anything,
if it is not needed.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CoutoN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

EXCHANGE CERTAIN PUBLIC LANDS IN THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the committee I
call up House Joint Resolution 356. There was a mistake
either in the printing or by the clerk of the committee in the
bill and a star print has been made. I ask that the star print
of the resolution be considered.

The SPEAKER. That will be the one considered. The Clerk
will report the resolution,

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution (H, J. Res. 358) to anthorize the exchange of certain
public lands in the State of Utah, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. This resolution is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
resolution may be considered in the House as in Commiitee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Utah? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.
The Clerk will report the resolution,

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, eto., That when the public interests will be benefited
thereby the Secretary of the Interior be, and hereby is, authorized, in
his diseretion, to accept on behalf of the United States title to any
lands, surveyed or unsurveyed, within townships 8, 9, and 10 north,
ranges 2, 8, 4, and § west, Balt Lake meridian, Utah, which in the
opinlon of the Secretary of Agriculture are chiefly valuable for the pur-
poses contemplated under the act approved April 23, 1928 (45 Stat. L.
448), and In exchange therefor may patent not to exceed an equal
value of surveyed or unsurveyed public lands in the State of Utah non-
mineral in character ;: Provided, That before any such exchange is effected
notice of the contemplated exchange reciting the lands involved shall be
published once each weck for four successive weeks in some newspaper of
general circulation in the county or counties in which may be situated
the Jands to be accepted and in some like newspaper published in any
county in which may be situated any lands to be given in such exchange.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the commitiee amend-
ments,
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 1, after the enacting clause, strike
out all the language from line 3 down to and including line 10, page 1,
and all the language on page 2, beginning line 1 down to and including
line 11, and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That when the public interests will be benefited thereby the Secre-
tary of the Interior be, and hereby is, authorized, in his discretion, to
accept on behalf of the United States title to any lands, surveyed or
unsurveyed, within township 7 north, ranges 2 and 3 west, and town-
ships 8, 9, and 10 north, ranges 2, 3, 4, and 5 west, Salt Lake meridian,
Utah, which in the opinion of the Secretary of Agriculture are chlefly
valuable for the purposes contemplated under the act approved April 23,
1928 (45 Stat, L. 448), and in exchange therefor may patent not to
exceed an equal value of surveyed unappropriated lands owned by the
United States within the said townships nonmineral in character:
Provided, That before any such exchange is effected notice of the con-
templated exchange reciting the lands involved shall be published once
eich week for four successive weeks in some newspaper of general ecir-
culation in the eounty or counties in which may be situated the lands
to be accepted and in some like newspaper published in the county in
which may be situated any lands to be given in such exchange.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The resolution as amended was ordered to be engrossed and
read the third time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Cortow, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the resolution was passed was laid on the table.
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" MISSOULA NATIONAL FOREST, MONT.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the committee I
call up the bill H. R. 14148 and ask unanimous consent that
it may be eonsidered in the House as in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Utah calls up a bill,
which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 14148) to amend the act of May 17, 1928, entitled “An
act to add certain lands to the Missoula National Forest, Mont."”

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous
consent to consider this bill in the House as in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union. Is there objection?
[After a pause,] The Chair hears none. The Clerk will report
the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Congress approved May 17, 1928,
entitled “An aect to add certain Iands to the Missoula National Forest,
Mont.,” be, and the same is hereby, amended by striking out the word
“and" in line 81 of section 1 of said aect, and inserting in lieu
thereof the word * to.”

Committee amendment: On page 1, line 7, after the word * to,”
insert the following :

“ Be it enacted, ete., That, subject to any valid existing claim or
entry, all lands of the United States within the areas hereinafter de-
seribed be, and the same are hereby, added to and made parts of the
Missoula National Forest, to be hereafter administered under the laws
and regulations relating to the national forests; and the provisions of
the act approved March 20, 1922 (42 Stat. 465), as amended, are hereby
extended and made applicable to all other lands within said deseribed
areas:

“ East half section 19, township 11 north, range 7 west; sections 2
and 12, township 11 north, range 8 west; west half section 1, sections
2 to 11, inclusive, west half section 12, township 12 north, range T
west ; sections 1 to 17, inclusive, lots 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, and 17,
section 18, lots 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, southwest quarter northeast gquarter sec-
tion 20, sections 21 to 28, inclusive, lots 1, 2, 8, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11,
and 12, section 83, sections 34, 35, and 36, township 12 north, range 8
west; lots 1, 2, 3, and 7, section 1, north half section 2, section 6,
township 12 north, range 9 west; west half section 4, sections § and
6, township 13 north, range 6 west; all township 13 north, range 7
west ; sections 1 to 5, inclusive, and T to 36, inclusive, towmnship 13
north, range 8 west; west half northeast guarter, northwest quarter,
lots 8 and 4, section 6, east half, southwest quarter section 8, south
half section 10, north half northeast quarter, southwest guarter north-
east quarter, northwest gquarter, north half southwest quarter, south-
east guarter southeast quarter section 12, sections 13 to 36, inclusive,
township 13 north, range 9 west; sections 1 to 5, inclusive, east half
section 8; sections 9 to 16, inclusive, north half northeast gquarter,
southeast quarter southeast quarter sectlon 17, east half northeast
quarter, northeast quarter sontheast quarter section 20, sections 21 to
27, inclusive, east half and north half northwest quarter section 28,
section 33 mnorth half, north half south half, section 34, sec-
tion 35, and section 36, township 13 north, range 10 west; lots
4, 5, 6, and 7, section 6, west half sectlon 18, township 14 north,
range 5 west; sections 1 to 3, inclusive, north haif, southeast quarter
section 4, south half northeast quarter, lots 2, 3, and 4, southeast quar-
ter section 7, south half section 8, southeast guarter northeast quarter,
southeast guarter, south half southwest quarter section 9, sections 10
to 13, inclusive, north half southwest guarter, north half southeast
quarter, southeast quarter southeast quarter section 14, sections 15 to
21, inclusive, north half southwest quarter, north half southeast quar-
ter, southwest quarter sontheast quarter section 22, east half north-
east quarter, north half northwest quarter, southwest quarter north-
west quarter, southeast quarter southwest guarter, southeast guarter
section 23, sections 24, 25, and 26, north half and southwest quarter
section 27, sections 28 to 33, inclusive, east half northeast quarter,
northwest goarter, north half southwest quarter, lot 1, northeast quar-
ter southeast quarter, lot 4, section 34, all section 35, township 14
north, range 6 west; west half northeast gnarter, northwest quarter,
east half southwest quarter, south half southeast quarter, northwest
quarter southeast quarter section 2, south half southwest quarter sec-
tion 3, south half northeast quarter, south half section 4, lots 5, 6, T,
and B, section 7, northeast quarter, southwest quarter, north half south-
east gquarter, southwest quarter southeast guarter section 8, sections 9
and 10, northeast gquarter northeast quarter, west half northwest quar-
ter, southwest quarter, west half southeast quarter, southeast quarter
southeast quarter section 11, north half northwest quarter, southwest
quarter northwest quarter, east half southwest quarter, southeast quar-
ter section 12, sections 13 to 36, inclusive, township 14 north, range 7
west; lots 1, 2, west half section 4, section 24, south half southwest
quarter section 32, township 14 north, range 8 west; sections 5 fo 8,
inclusive, west half section 17, section 18, west half northeast guarter,
northwest guarter, southeast guarter, section 20, northeast quarter sec-
tion 29, township 14 north, range 9 west; section 2, southwest quarter
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northeast quarter, lot 4, south half northwest quarter, southeast quarter
gection 4, section 10, north half, north half south half, all section 12,
east half, east half west half and southwest quarter southwest quarter
section 24, south half sonth half section 26, southwest quarter north-
east quarter and south half section 30, north half and southwest quarter
section 32, east half northeast quarter, southwest quarter northeast
quarter, southeast quarter northwest quarter, and south half section 34,
township 14 north, range 10 west; southwest quarter northeast quarter,
west half, west half southeast guarter section 18, north half, north half
southwest quarter section 80, township 15 north, range 5 west; lot 2,
west half, west half scutheast quarter, southeast quarter southeast
quarter section 2, sections 3 to 6, inclusive, northeast gquarter, lots 1
and 2, east half southeast gquarter section T, sections 8 to 11, Inclusive,
west half northeast quarter, west half, southeast gquarter section 12,
gections 13 to 17, inclusive, east half east half section 18, east half,
lots 2, 3, and 4, section 19, sections 20 to 28, inclusive, north half,
north half south half section 29, northeast quarter, northeast quarter
goutheast quarter section 30, sections 33, 34, and 35, township 15 north,
range 6 west; lots 1, 2, 7, and 8, section 2, lots 1 to 14, inclusive, east
half southwest quarter section 6, township 15 north, range 7 west;
gouthwest guarter, west half southeast guarter section 2, sections 3 to
10, inclusive, southwest guarter northwest quarter and southwest quar-
ter section 12, sections 14 to 22, inclusive, sections 26 to 34, inclusive,
township 15 north, range 8 west; all township 15 north, range 9 west;
gections 1 to 5, Inclusive, northeast quarter, north half southeast guar-
ter, southeast quarter southeast quarter section 6, northeast quarter
northeast quarter, south half northeast quarter, northeast quarter south-
west quarter, lots 5, 6, and 7, northwest quarter southeast quarter,
section T, lot 4, north half, east half southwest quarter, southeast
quarter, section 8, sections 9 to 15, inclusive, east half, southwest quar-
ter section 17, sections 20 to 28, inclusive, north half, northeast quarter
gouthwest guarter, southeast guarter, lots 3 and 5, section 29, east half
northeast quarter, southeast guarter southeast quarter section 32, sec-
tions 383 to 86, inclusive, township 15 north, range 10 west; east half,
east southwest gquarter and lot 3, section 2, west half section 4, west
half northeast guarter, northwest quarter, northwest guarter southwest
guarter, northwest quarter southeast quarter section 12, township 15
north, range 11 west, all Montana base and meridian.

“ 8ge, 2. The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to con-
gider and allow applications affecting any lands described in this aet
which were filed prior to April 1, 1926, under the stock raising home-
stead act of December 20, 1916 (39 Stat. 862).”

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, this bill is introduced for the
purpose of simply changing one word in a bill which was passed
last year that was ocecasioned by a clerical error, and I ask
unanimouns consent that the further reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with, and that it be printed in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous
consent that the further reading of the bill be dispensed with
and that it be printed in the Recorp. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

The question is on agreeing to the committee amendment.

The question was taken and the committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CorLToN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

VALIDATING CERTAIN APPLICATIONS FOR AND ENTRIES OF PUBLIC
LANDS

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill 8. 5110.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah calls up a bill,
which the Clerk will report. :

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 5110) walidating certain applications for and entries of
public lands, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the bill be considered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.

The Clerk read as follows:

An act (8. 5110) valldating certain applications for and entries of
public lands, and for other purposes

Be it enacted, etc., That the Becretary of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, authorized to issue patents upon the entries hereinafter named
upon which proof compliance with law has been filed, upon the pay-
ment of all moneys due thereon:

Desert-land entry, Evanston, Wyo., No. 07863, made by Charles G.
Jewett on January 5, 1022, for the east half of the southwest quarter
and north half of the southeast guarter, section 26, township 34 north,
range 114 west, sixth principal meridian.
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Btock-raising homestead entries, Cheyenne, Wyo., Nos. 085367,
039066, and 042059, made by Edwin T. Pfister for the northeast
quarter of the southeast quarter, section 34, and north half and
north half of the south half, section 35, township 38 north, and lot 4,
southwest quarter of the northwest quarter, and northwest quarter of
the southwest quarter, section 1, township 37 north, range 062 weat,
sixth prinecipal meridian,

Stock-raising homestead entries, Buffalo, Wyo., Nos. 024570 and
024571, made by James R. Rice on February 21, 1923, for the south-
west quarter of the northeast quarter and the sgoutheast quarter, sec-
tion 30, and lots 1, 2, and 3, east half of the northwest gquarter, south-
west quarter of the northeast quarter and the northwest guarter of
the southeast quarter, section 31, township 52 north, range 70 west,
sixth prineipal meridian.

8ec. 2, That stock-raigsing homestead entry, Billings, Mont., No.
029013, made by Vera M. Diers (now Vera M. Watts) on December 5,
1927, for the southeast quarter of the northeast guarter and east half
of the southeast guarter, section 31, north half of the southwest guar-
ter, section 32, township 7 south, range 58 east, lots 8 and 4, section 5,
and lot 1, section 6, township 8 south, range 58 east, Montana principal
meridian, be, and the same is hereby, validated.

Bec. 3. That the Becretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby,
authorized to issue a patent to James C. Willox, of LaBonte, Wyo., for
the north half of the northwest quarter, section 23, township 29 north,
range T3 west, sixth principal meridian.

SEc. 4. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he {8 hereby,
authorized and directed to issue to Lilllan Badger, of Hollywood, Calif.,
a patent for lot 5 and the southwest quarter of the southwest guarter,
section 26, and lots 1 and 2, section 35, township 15 south, range 35
east, Mount Diablo meridian, California, such patent to contain the
terms and conditions of section 24 of the Federal water power act;
Provided, That Lilllan Badger make payment for the land within 90
days after notice of the approval of this act at the rate of $1.206
per acre.

8gc. 5. That the Commissioner of the General Land Office be, and
he is hereby, anthorized to quitclaim to Paris M. McPhetridge the
south half of the southeast quarter, section 24, township 5 north, range
13 west, S8an Bernardino meridian, California.

Sc. 6. That homestend entry, Santa Fe, N, Mex., No. 044344, made
by Carolina Salazar on February 14, 1923, under the stock-raising
homestead act of December 29, 1916 (39 Stat. L. 862), embracing the
south half of the south half, section 12, and the west half of the east
half, section 13, township T north, range 16 east, New Mexico meridian,
be, and the same is hereby, validated.

During the reading of the bill—

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, with the exception of the com-
mittee amendment, this is what is known as an omnibus bill,
correcting certain irregularities that have arisen in the General
Land Office. The bill has been carefully gone over by the com-
mittee, and I ask unanimous consent that the further reading
of the bill be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment : Page 4, after line 3, insert the following new
section :

“8gc. 7. That no qualified homestead entryman who, prior to Novem-
ber 1, 1928, made bona fide entry upon lands of the United States in
Moffat, Rio Blanco, and Routt Counties, Colo., under the provisions of
the homestead laws of the United States, and who established residence
in good faith upon the lands entered by him, shall be subject to contest
for failure to maintain residence or make improvements upon his land
subsequent to the incursion of swarms of crickets or grasshoppers upon
gald land or in the vicinity; but such entryman shall, within 90 days
after issuance of notice by the Secretary of the Interior that the emer-
gency occasioned by such insect invasion has terminated, file in the
office of the register of the local land office an affidavit that he has
reestablished his residence on the land, with the intention of malntain-
ing the game for a period sufficient to enmable him to make final proof :
Provided, That any entry heretofore canceled within said counties may,
subject to intervening adverse rights, be reinstated on a proper showing
by the entryman that a leave of absence under this act would have been
warranted : Provided further, That no such entryman shall be entitled
to have counted as a part of the required perlod of residence any period
of time during which he was not actually upon said land prior to the
date of the notice aforesaid.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the
bill,
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The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CorTon, a motion to reconsider the last
vote was laid on the table.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the similar House
bill lie on the table.

The motion was agreed to.

EXCHANGE OF CERTAIN LANDS IN MONTANA

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 15724,

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report it

The Clerk read the title of the bill, as follows:

A bill (H. R. 15724) to authorize the Hecretary of the Interior to
exchange certain lands within the State of Montana, and for other
purposes.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
this bill may be considered in the House as in Committee of the
‘Whole.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is
hereby, authorized, in his discretion, to accept on behalf of the United
States title to any lands now owned and held by the State of Montana
within the exterior boundaries of the district described in the act of
Congress approved March 29, 1928 (Publle, No. 210, 70th Cong.), and
in exchange therefor may patent to said State of Montana not to
exceed an equal area of unreserved public land within the State of
Montana surveyed and nonmineral in character: Provided, That before
any such exchange is effected, notice of the contemplated exchange shall
be published onece each week for four successive weeks in some news-
paper of general circulation in the county or countles in which may
be situated the lands to be given in such exchange. Lands conveyed
to the United States under this act shall, upon acceptance of title,
become subject to the provisions of said act of March 29, 1928,

With committee amendments as follows:

Page 1, line 8, strike out “(Public, No. 210, 70th Cong.)" and insert
“ Porty-fifth Statutes at Large, page 380."

On page 2, line 1, strike out the word “equal” and after the word
“area " insert the words ' of equal value.”

The.SPEAKER. The guestion is on agreeing to the committee
amendments.

The committee amendments were agreed to.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, this is quite a wide bill, covering
considerable territory. I think the chairman of the Committee
on the Public Lands ought to explain it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the genfleman from
Utah.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, this bill has been introduced by
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. Leavirr], and I yield to him
to make the desired explanation.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, this bill is the result of the
difficulty encountered in putting into effect a law enacted by the
Seventieth Congress, in the first session, I refer to the enact-
ment of H. R. 425, which became Public Act No. 210, and which
authorized the Seeretary of the Interior to enter into a coopera-
tive agreement with the State of Montana and private owners of
land within an area of about 100,000 acres between Mizpah and
Pumpkin Creeks in southern Montana for the purpose of leasing
the area for grazing purposes. It includes railroad lands and
lands in other private ownership, and belonging to the State of
Montana and to the Federal Government. A permit covering
10 years is intended to be issued by the Secretary of the Interior,
following an agreement made with those other owners.

It is a particularly important thing that it be worked out,
because it points to some conclusions as to the administration
of public grazing lands. It has worked ount that about 10
gections of State lands can not be included in any practical
way because of a State law which requires that the rental of
State lands leased to stockmen and others must bring a return
which will be too large to enable them to measure these sections
with the public and other lands and bring about that kiffd of a
joint lense. The solution reached in conference with the stock-
men involved, and with the Montana State land board, and
agreed to by the Secretary of the Interior, and by the commit-
tee after consideration, is that the State lands within the area,
comprising about 10 sections, should be exchanged for Govern-
ment lands of the same value elsewhere in the State, and thus
make the lands in publiec ownership in this grazing area entirely
Federal, so that the Secretary will have to deal only with pri-
vate owners, and not with the State.
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Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes,

Mr, SNELL. It is limited to this area?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. SNELL. It does not give a general right to exchange
any land up there?

Mr. LEAVITT. No.

Mr. SNELL. But it is all confined within one area?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes. The bill as it is drawn states that the
Secretary of the Interior is authorized in his discretion to
accept on behalf of the United States title to any land held by
the State of Montana within the boundaries of the distriet de-
seribed in the act of March 29, 1928.

Mr. SNELL. There are only 10 sections in any way affected
by this bill?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes; and it is limited to this area, which is
set aside for the purpose of grazing lands.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. This land within the park is
to be exchanged for other land of equal value?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin.
of that land?

Mr. LEAVITT. That, of course, is done, as a matter of
practice that has been in effect in making such exchanges,
through agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and
the State land board. There must be a meeting of minds before
the exchange is consummated.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The State land board, then,
would be a party in determining the value?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes, indeed.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. As I take it, the area that will be
exchanged may or may not be equal in size to the present area
and it s the value of the land rather than relative areas?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes. The bill as it was introduced had to
do with area and that was approved by the Secretary of the
Interior in his report, but it was the judgment of the committee
that the policy which has been generally followed, of making
these areas of equal value, should be substituted, and that is
the form in which the bill comes before the House, and it is an
entirely acceptable form.

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. There is one other thing that
occurs to me.

The SPEAKHER. The time of the gentleman from Montana
has expired.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman may have two additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin.
owned by the State.

Mr., LEAVITT. That is, 10 sections out of a little over
108,000 acres,

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. But that is not the important
point in this matter. The important thing is, When the ex-
change is made how is the value of the new land which is to
be received to be determined? The land now in the area is
owned by the State and the State board is to consider the value
of the new land which the State is to receive.

Mr. LEAVITT. Not the State board acting alone.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The State board represents the
State which owns the property, and the State board is to de-
termine the value of the land which is to be received?

Mr., LEAVITT. No; not acting alone. There must be a
meeting of minds between the State and the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. And the Federal Government is
to be represented by a man 2,000 miles away, who does not
know anything about the land. There have been Secretaries
of the Interior who sometimes were not careful about such
transactions.

Mr. LEAVITT. That latter is the reason, I will state, for
the amendment which was written in by the committee, that
there have been at some times considerably in the past scandals
when the exchanges were made on the basis of area, and that
rather worthless land was received in exchange for lands which
later proved to be very wvaluable from the standpoint of
minerals, timber, and so on.

Now, in order to avoid the possibility of anything of that
kind the committee provided that the exchange should not
be on the basis of area but on the busis of value, and, of course,
either party, either the State of Montana or the Federal Gov-

2203

Who is to determine the value

The land within this area is




2204

ernment, can stop that exchange by failing to agree to the
matter of the areas being of equal value. The interests of
the Federal Government in attempting to work out the problem
of handling the grazing areas under this form of leases on the
one side and of Montana in thus increasing the value of the
area for the purposes contemplated by the development of her
stock industry and in ultimately making taxable other lands
that are not now as productive as they should be make it certain
that there will be a reasonable agreement on the question of
value.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Of course, I always have con-
fidence in what the gentleman from Montana says, but what
occurred to me in making the suggestion I did make was this:
That in dealing with Government property——

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Montana
has again expired.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman may proceed for five additional minutes,

The SPEAKER. Without objeetion, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsgin. As I started to say, in dealing
with Government property every sort of safeguard ought to be
thrown around an exchange of this kind, because there will be
a strong temptation to get everything to which the State might
be reasonably entitled on an exchange like this and something
more, This Government property in Montana belongs, at
least in theory if it does not in fact, to my constituency and
to that of every other Member of the House, and they are inter-
ested in transactions like this.

Mr. LEAVITT. Indeed so.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Therefore we do not want any
more Government area outside of this property given up than
is reasonably fair, and we want the people who determine the
value to be thoroughly disinterested, so I wondered .whether the
State board under those circumstances was the proper one to
make the valuation,

Mr. LEAVITT. Of course, there are two sides to that ques-
tion. The other side is that the State of Montana now owns
these 10 sections, and it is entitled, if it makes an exchange, to
receive lands worth as much as these 10 sections. So we have
two parties, the Federal Government and the State, both in-
terested in seeing that this exchange is a fair one. It is done
openly, and there is a provision in this bill as follows:

Provided, That before any such exchange is effected notice of the
contemplated exchange shall be published once each week for four sue-
cesslve weeks in some newspaper of general circulation in the county or
counties in which may be situated the lands to be given in such exchange.

Thus complete publicity for a period of one month is neces-
sary, with ample opportunity for parties on either side to insure
that the interests of all concerned are taken care of,

Mr. WINTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LEAVITT. 1 yield.

Mr. WINTER. May I suggest further that the Secretary of
the Interior and his office have complete and detailed knowledge
of the character of both of these classes of areas or lands.

Mr. LEAVITT. That is true.

Mr. WINTER. In other words, the Secretary is not at any
disadvantage with respect to complete knowledge in an
exchange.,

Mr. LEAVITT. That is true in this particular case especially
becanse of the fact that in the enactment of the previous law a
detailed study of the area was made as to the value of all of the
land within the prescribed limits.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CoLToN, 2 motion o reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

LANDS OWNED BY RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 16352)
providing that no lands owned by any religious organization
within any national park can be purchased by condemnation or
otherwise by the Government, and for othér purposes.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the right of the Government to purchase
through condemnation shall not apply to lands within any national
park now owned by any religious organization and used exclusively for
religions purposes.

With the following committee amendment:

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill providing that no lands owned
by any religious organization within any national park can be purchased
by condemnation by the Government, and for other purposes.”
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Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, as one of the gentlemen of the
House who is interested in this bill has just stepped out of the
Chamber, I ask unanimous consent that the further considera-
tion of the bill be deferred, and I shall call up another bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

CONVEYANCES OF LANDS BY CENTRAL PACIFIC RAILWAY

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 14457)
validating certain conveyances heretofore made by Central
Pacific Railway, a corporation, and its lessee, Southern Pacific
Co., a corporation, involving certain portions of right of way
in and in the vicinity of the city of Lodi and near the station
of Acampo, all in the county of San Joaquin, State of Cali-
fornia, acquired by Central Pacific Railway Co. under the act
of Congress approved July 1, 1862 (vol. 12, U. 8. Stat. L. p.
489), as amended by the act of Congress approved July 2,
1864 (vol. 13, U. 8. Stat. L. p. 356), and ask unanimous con-
sent that this bill may be considered in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous
congent that this bill may be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole. Is there objeection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill affecting prinei-
pally the State of California, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. ExcrLEBRIcGHT] will make an explanation of the bill

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, this bill was introduced by my colleague from Califor-
nia [Mr. Curry] for the purpose of clearing up a cloud on the
title of certain lots in the vieinity of the city of Lodi, and certain
agricultural lands aleng the right of way of the Central Pacific
Railway.

Under the act of July 1, 1862, the Central Pacific Railway
was granted a right of way 400 feet in width from Ogden, Utah,
to San Franecisco, Calif. In many places along the route of the
said right of way the railway company only utilized and claimed
50 feet on each side of the track, or a strip of right of way 100
feet in width.

After the railway was constructed there were various titles
given to lands overlapping the 400-foot right of way. Home-
steads were granted, cities were laid out, and city lots sold that
conflicted with the railway's right of way granted by Congress.

In order to clear the title to these lands this bill proposes
to validate the guitclaim deeds that have been given by the
railway company to the various landholders.

There is not any controversy on the bill so far as the railway
company or the landholders or the State of California is con-
cerned. It is purely a matter to clear up the title whereby the
owners of these lots can secure loans or have extensions made
of loans that are now on the lands, and to give a clear title to
many farmers and landholders whose lands happen to overlap
the 400-foot right of way.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill.

Mr. COLTON (during the reading of the bill), Mr. Speaker,
the bill is largely a deseription of the lands affected by the bill,
and I ask unanimous consent that the further reading of the bill
be dispensed with,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous
consent to dispense with the further reading of the bill. Is there
objection?

There was no objection,

The bill is as follows:

Be it emacted, etc.,, That the conveyances hereinafter particularly
described and heretofore executed by Central Pacific Railway Co., a cor-
poration, and its lessee, Southern Pacific Co., a corporation, involving
certain lands or interests therein, in and in the vicinity of the city of
Lodi, and near the station of Acampo, all in the county of S8an Joaquin,
State of California, and forming a part of the right of way of said
Central Pacific Railway Co., granted by the Government of the United
States of America by an aet of Congress approved July 1, 1862, entitled
“An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph line from
the gsouri River to the Paclfic Ocean, and to secure to the Govern-
ment the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes”
(vol. 12, U. 8. Stat. L. 489), and by sald act as amended by act of
Congress approved July 2, 1864, entitled “An act to amend an act
entitled ‘An act to aid in the construction of a railroad and telegraph
line from the Missouri River to the Pacific Ocean, and to secure to the
Government the use of the same for postal, military, and other purposes,’
approved July 1, 1882" (vol. 13, U. 8. Stat. L. 3566), are hereby
legalized, validated, and confirmed with the same force and effect as if
the land involved therein had been held at the time of such conveyances
by the corporations making the same under absolute fee simple titie.
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The conveyances, recorded in office of county recorder of San Joaquin
County, Calif.,, in book of official records, which are hereby legalized,
validated, and confirmed, are as follows:

1. September 6, 1928 ; Mary A. Larson; volume 247, page 211.

2. September 6, 1928 ; Pacifie Fruit Exchange, a corporation; volume
247, page 213,

8. Beptember 6, 1928; San Joaquin County Table Grape Growers'
Association, a corporation; volume 247, page 214.

4, October 3, 1928; San Joaguin County Almond Growers' Associa-
tion, a corporation ; volume 247, page 260.

5. October 3, 1928; National Fruit Products Co., a corporation;
volume 247, page 261,

6. October 3, 1928 ;: Beckman, Welch & Thompson Co., a corporation;
volume 248, page 480.

7. September 6, 1928; C. C. Bidwell ; volume 249, page 871,

8. SBeptember 6, 1928 ; Bert Rinfret; volume 249, page 373.

9. August 28, 1928 ; Joseph P. Gilbean, also known as J. P. Gilbeau;
volume 249, page 374.

10. September 6, 1928 ; Annie T. Kels; volume 249, page 376,

11. August 28, 1928 ; Theodore H. Beckman; volume 249, page 3TT.

12. September 6, 1928; J. Henry Pope; volume 249, page 879.

13. September 6, 1928; Frank H. Buck Co., a corporation;
249, page 380.

14, September 6,

15. September 6,

16. September 6,
250, page 304.

17. September 6, 1928 ; county of San Joaguin, a political subdivigion
of the State of California; volume 250, page 306.

18. October 3, 1928; The Lodi Canning Co., a corporation; volume
250, page 354.

19. October 8, 1928 ; John C. Bewley ; volume 250, page 356,

20. September 6, 1928 ; Lawrence Holding Co., a corporation; volume
255, page 216.

21, September 8, 1928 ; Theodore H. Beckman ; volume 235, page 218,

22, September 6, 1928; Paclfic Gas & Electric Co., a corporation;
volume 256, page 173.

28, September 6, 1928; Union Ice Co., a corporation; volume 256,

e 174,
pagi- September 6, 1928; Adolphus Eddlemon; volume 256, page 175.

25, September 6, 1928; Nellie R. Henderson and Georgia H. Garner;
volume 256, page 177.

26, September 6, 1928 ; Sarah J. Graham; volume 256, page 178.

27. September 6, 1928; C. R. Van Bushkirk; volume 256, page 179.

28, September 6, 1928; George Le Feber; volume 256, page 181.

29, September 6, 1928; city of Lodi, a municipal corporation of the
State of California; volume 256, page 182,

30, September 6, 1928; George Kaiser and Mattie M. Stein ; volume
256, page 184.

31. September 12, 1928 ; California Trust Co., a corporation; volume
256, page 192.

32, October 3, 1928; Henry C. Beckman, also known as H. C. Beck-
man ; volume 256, page 248.

83. October 6, 1928 ; Lee Jones; volume 256, page 262,

34. September 6, 1928 ; George W. Ashley; volume 257, page 241.

35. September 6, 1928; John N. Ballantyne and Johm C. Bewley;
volume 257, page 243.

86, September 6, 1928: Lodi Fruit Growers' Association, a corpora-
tion ; volume 257, page 244,

87. August 28, 1928; A. V. Friedberger, Leo Friedberger, Maurice
Friedberger, Ray Friedberger, and Willlam Friedberger; volume 257,
page 246.

38, September 6, 1928; Security Building and Loan Association, a
eorperation ; volume 257, page 247.

39. September 6, 1928 ; Herschel T. Mason; volume 257, page 249.

40. October 3, 1928; Earl Fruit Co., a corporation; volume 257,
page 320.

41, October 3, 1928; The Citizens' National Bank of Lodi, a cor-
poration ; volume 262, page 16,

42, October 6, 1928; Lodl Storage & Milling Co, a corporation;
volume 262, page 32.

Provided, That such legalization, validation, and confirmation shall
not in any instance diminish said right of way to a width less than
50 feet on either side of the center of the main track or tracks of
gaid Central Pacific Rallway Co. as now established and maintained :
And provided further, That nothing herein contained is intended or shall
be constrned to legalize, wvalidate, or confirm any rights, titles, or
interests based upon or arising out of adverse possession, prescription,
or abandonment, and not confirmed by conveyance heretofore made by
Central Pacific Railway Co. and its lessee, Southern Pacific Co.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page T, after line 4, insert a colon and the following: “And pro-
vided further, That there shall be reserved to the United States all oil,

volume

1928 ; Silas W. Hopkins; volume 250, page 302.
1928 ; Emma Corbin ; volume 250, page 303.
1923 Vineyard Farming Co., a corporation; volmne
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coal, or other minerals in the land, and the right to prospect for, mine,
and remove the same under such rules and regulations as the Becretary
of the Interior may prescribe.”

The committee amendment was agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. Corton, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

The title was amended.

ISSUANCE OF PATENTS FOR LANDS CONTAINING COPPER, LEAD, ZINC,
BILVER, ETC.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 15919)
to authorize the issnance of patents for lands containing copper,
lead, zine, or silver and their associated minerals, and for other
purposes,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah ealls up the bill
H. R. 15919. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and the House
resolves itself into the Committee of the Wlmle House on the
state of the Union.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Luce in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk reported the bill, as follows:

A bill (H. R. 15919) to authorize the issuance of patent for lands con-
taining copper, lead, zine, or silver and their associated minerals, and
for other purposes

Be it enacted, ete., That, in the discretion of the Secretary of the In-
terior, locations made under the lode mining laws of the United States .
upon unreserved public lands claimed to contain, at depth, copper, lead,
gine, or silver and their assoclated minerals, the actual existence of
which ean be demonstrated only through deep shafts or other deep
underground workings, may be passed to patent upon evidence satis-
factory to him of the mineral character of the land, without the require-
ment that applicants show an actual discovery of mineral upon or
within the limits of their claim or claims: Provided, That not to exceed
640 acres of land may be located, held, applied for by, or patented to
any one individual or corporation under the provisions of this act.

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make any
rules and regulations necessary to carry this aect into effect.

With the following committee amendments:

In line 2 of the title, after the word * zine,” insert the word * gold,”,

In line 6, after the word * zine,” insert the word * gold,”.

On page 2, in line 3, after the word “ that,” strike out everything
up to and including the word ® act,” in line 6, and substitute the follow-
ing: “all the requirements, conditions, and limitations of the lode min-
ing laws shall apply to locations, applications for, and patents made or
issued under this aet, except the requirement of an actual discovery of
mineral upon or within the limits of the claim or claims: And provided
Jurther, That locations made, patents applied for, or issued under this
act shall be in the form and manner required hy applicable mining laws,
and the total aggregate acreage of land which may be so located, held,
applied for, or patented to any one individual or corporation under the
provisions of this act shall not exceed 640 acres.”

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to authorize the issu-
ance of patent for lands containing copper, lead, zine, gold, or
silver and their associated minerals, and for other purposes.”

Mr. COLTON. DMr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
%rizgiﬁa [Mr. Dovaras] such time as he may need to explain
the 1

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, under existing
mining laws, a mining claim of 20 acres can not be located,
and the patent for the claim can not be issued, until actual
discovery of mineral in place has been made. Under the law a
person in locating a claim must establish a discovery and
expend on the location $50, and thereafter must expend, to hold
the elaim by virtue of the location, an annual amount of $100.
To obtain a patent for that claim he must expend $500 in
improvements and must establish the actual discovery of valu-
able rock or mineral in place. The term “in place” is used
to distingnish mineral as an integral part of solid rock from
that floating on the surface.

There are certain well-established and well-known mining
areas in which there is no surface evidence of mineral de-
posits—areas in which deposits are known to exist, in which
deposits are now being worked, but in which there is no surface
evidence of deposits, Under existing law and regulations the
depariment has ruled that there is not sufficient authority vested
in the Secretary of the Interior to grant a patent for a claim
located in such areas, because of the fact that it is impossible
to make an actual discovery except through sinking a deep
shaft at an expense of a good many thousand-dollars—running
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. frequently into hundreds of thousands of dollars—and without
expending considerable money, possibly, in diamond drilling,
which in certain areas is useless for the purpose of sctual
discovery of commercial deposits.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I will.

. Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Even though a shaft might not be
sunk by diamond drill work, it might be evident from geological

conditions that a valuable deposit did exist under the land if it

was of a mineral character.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona, That is a fact; and recently
instruments have been developed which although not conclusive
yet, nevertheless, may establish a strong reasonability of the
existence of a deposit. These instruments are used in cases
where there is no actual surface indication of mineralization.

Under existing law claims in such areas can not be patented.
There is no limitation imposed upon the area which can be
located or the number of claims for which patents may be
issued, provided the other reguirements of the law are fulfilled.

For the purpose of rectifying the conditions which now exist,
which prevent mining prospectors who have held claims for
years from obtaining patents, and which prevent any mining
company from obtaining patent, this bill was introduced. It
grants the Secretary of the Interior the authority to issue a
patent for a mining claim when satisfactory evidence has been
introduced—that is satisfactory to him and to the department—
that the claim is actually mineral in its character. It author-
izes him to issue a patent for such a claim without evidence of
actual discovery in place. It imposes a limitation of 640 acres
on the acreage which can be so patented.

It is provided that all other requirements of the lode mining
law must be complied with. That is the explanation of the bill.

Mr, ENGLEBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. When the gentleman stated it relieves
evidence of actual discovery does not he mean in the bill itself
there is something better than evidence of the discovery, and
that is the actual existence of the mineral?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Under the bill it would not be
required that there be established the existence of a commercial
deposit.

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. No; I don't mean that.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. It simply means that in well-
known mineralized areas in which ore bodies have been worked
profitably, and probably now are being worked profitably, min-
ing ¢laims can be patented without compliance with that portion
of the present law, which requires the discovery of mineral in
place.

IMr. MORTON D. HULL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. What is the test for the exercise
of the discretion which is vested in the Secretary of the In-
terior under the terms of this proposal.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. The test under the terms of
this proposal is simply that he must be convinced of the mineral
character of the land. In his letter on the subject he refers
to existing mineralized areas, There are many such areas.
There is one, for example, in Bisbee, Ariz., in which probably
two or three of the many great ore deposits appeared on the
surface either hy way of actual appearance of ore or appear-
ance of some evidence of ore, though not ore itself, The other
many and valuable deposits have no evidence of outeropping
on the surface in any way whatever, and yet it is recognized
here in the department, and recognized everywhere for that
matter, that a certain large area in that distriet is distinetly
mineral in character. Yet, under existing law no patents can
issue,

Mr. MORTON D, HULL. Under existing law there is a real
test, is there not?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. There is a real test of the dis-
cevery of minerals in place.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. But under this proposal there is
no real test in the exercise of the discretion by the Secretary.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. For the reason that there can
be no test, unless one is required to spend $250,000 or $300,000.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. My question goes to the further
guestion as to whether there is not some test that can be ap-
plied. The gentleman thinks there is no test?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. I doubt very much whether

there is a test that can be made applicable to such cases which

will not involve an expenditure of many thousands of dollars,

as compared with the expenditure of $500 under existing law.
Mr. MORTON D, HULL., This does not include oil?

No; this does not include oil.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona.
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Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ArenTtz].

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the Recorp,
I want to make a few remarks regarding this bill. The need
for it has been apparent for some yedrs, if the advice of the
Secretary of the Interior is to be taken into consideration.
The location of a claim is done in the following manner at the
present time: You must make a discovery of mineral in place,
and you locate a claim 600 feet wide by 1,500 feet long, The
claim may be less than 300 feet, but it can not be more than
300 feet on each side of the point of discovery. Any claim less
than 300 feet wide is called a fraction of a claim. A claim
comprises 20 acres. If a number or group of claims are located
along the lode, or along the line of the outeropping of the ore,
4 man or a company or a parinership desires something more
than this. They want some protection ground on both the
upper and the lower side of their claims, They want some pro-
fection on each end, go that if in the pursuit of their ore under-
ground they encounter ore which falls out of their side or end
line, they would be protected from encroachment by somebody
else, where some one will claim an apex and file suit for all
ore extracted. So it is necessary to have ground outside of
the group that you think actually contains mineral. Secondly,
when you have performed a hundred dollars’ worth of work on
each claim, and you have performed that annual work for five
years, or have made $500 worth of improvements on each
claim, yon make application for patent. It is customary to not
only include the 2 or 4 or 10 claims that you may have along
the strike, but in making application for patent you also include
this protection ground on the upper and lower sides and on
each end. When it comes to the General Land Office they say,
“ We can not give you a patent for any land unless it contains
a known discovery.”

The General Land Office will send out experts, members of
the Geological Survey, and also from the General Land Office,
mineral division, and they examine the land and may find
that only two claims in the group contain known deposits of
ore; ore in place; and they will give a patent for only those
two claims and exclude the others. The man applying for the
patent or the firm or partnership is willing to pay $5 an acre
for each acre of ground, and the lawyers' fees and the other fees,
which amount to as much more., He is perfectly willing to pay
$200 a claim, but the Land Office under their present ruling
can not give a patent to this protection ground on each end
and each side, so that the man may be safeguarded in the de-
velopment of his property, whether he spends $10,000 or
$10,000,000, }

In addition to this actual discovery, there are known to exist
what we call disseminated ore bodies, ore bodies which are not
in the form of lodes but which are spread over a large area
and are impregnated with known minerals, prineipally copper,
so that we may have an outcropping of copper-bearing porphyry
on two claims and on an area underground, under the wash, of
hundreds if not thousands of acres. But there is no provision
in the General Land Office at this time permitting a patent to
such ground. In the past patents have been given to such
ground under rulings made by the Secretary of the Interior,
but within the past 10 years, and possibly in view of possible
suits that may be brought by different claimants, the Secretary
of the Interior has been very careful and has rendered but few
patents to land that has not actually contained discovery of
mineral in place.

For fear this bill would be misinterpreted by some future
Secretary of the Interior or by some future Commissioner of
the General Land Office, I wanted it strictly understood that the
provigions of the present mining law were not being changed,
and also that a claim shall still consist of 20 acres, shall still
consist of an area 600 feet wide by 1,500 feet long, and that a
man must do his assessment work of a hundred dollars a year
on each claim, and that he must do $500 worth of work on each
claim in order to get a patent, and must locate claim afier
claim, depending on the number of claims that he wants,

Under the provisions of the present law without this new
legislation a number of men can locate on any number of claims
they want and string it out anywhere from 5 to 20 miles and
locate all in that area. They can locate G640 acres or 1,280
acres, Thisbill specifically states that 640 acres can be patented
to any one man or firm or corporation or locator, the word
“locator " is the correct word, without a discovery being made,
Then the provisions of this law will authorize that this area
or this exterior land of nonmineral character may be located
and patented to a claimant without actnal discovery of ore in
place—a lode—and also permit the lccator to obtain the land,
mineral in character but minerals located hundreds of feet
beneath the surface. It must be proven to the General Land
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Office and the Secretary of the Interior that that mineral actu- |

ally exists. Now, consequently, he must dig in order to find
whether it is mineral or not.

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENTZ. I will

Mr. EVANS of Montana. How, under this bill, can the
claimant or locator do the assessment work if he does not find
any mineral in place on a known lode or lead?

Mr. ARENTZ. The gentleman from Montana is striking at
the keynote of this thing. The genileman has gone to the crux
of the situation and comes to a thing I have been questioning
for some time. That point has naturally come to my mind, and
possibly has come to that of the gentleman, and in time the pro-
ponents of mining legislation will say, “ What is the use of us
digging a hole and spending $100 on that hole when it is only
gravel? What is the use of going into a territory we know does
not contain mineral except two or three hundred feet deep and
have to dig and spend $100 on assessment work?"

Let us do something else and put this money in roads or
put the $100 to something else. Now, I am opposed to that
sort of thing. What I want to do is to have the money that is
demanded for assessment work actually put on the ground.
I think under this bill possibly the thing will be done. Set up
a drilling outfit and start a hole 6 or 8 inches in diameter and
send it down to a point where the mineral is expected; and if
we do not find it at that point put another here and another
there, and in time we will find the mineral if it exists, I
would not be in favor of doing away with the $100 worth of
work, because I have frequently stated on the floor of this
House and in committee that you can only make a mine by
the magic point of the pick and the sweat of a man's brow. I
do not want to change all this now at the expense of the
prospector and small operator. 1 do not want to harm the
old prospector in his effort to make a livelihood; he it is who
has kept alive these ghost cities of the West, and through his
effort over a long term of years the attention of capital is
being drawn to these old camps. If assessment work is done
away with, you eliminate the prospector from the picture.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nevada
has expired.

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask for five
minutes more.

Mr. COLTON. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more.

Mr. BEVANS of Montana. Then I understand it is the
gentleman’s theory that before a patent can be issued assess-
ment work egual to the assessment work reguired under the
present law must be done?

Mr. ARENTZ. I had the honor to present this amendment,
and I think it safeguards the situation; and if it does not, I
know that the gentleman from Arizona is strictly in accord
with the idea of making this thing conform to the present
mining laws; and I know he is sincere about that; and if
the werding of this amendment does not do that thing, he
wants your help, and I hope he will get it. The amendment
provides:

All the requirements, condltions, and limitations of the lode mining
laws shall apply to locations, applications for, and patents made or
issued under this act, except the requirement of an actual discovery
of mineral upon or within the limits of the claim or claims: And pro-
vided further, That locations made, patents applied for, or issued under
this act shall be in the form and manner required by applicable mining
laws, and the total aggregate acreage of land which may be so located,
held, applied for, or patented to any one individual or corporation
under the provisions of this act shall not exceed 320 acres.

Mr. EVANS of Montana. In other words, if a locator could
prove to the satisfaction of the Secretary of the Interior that
there is ore within a given tract of land on which he has
expended the amount of money now required by law, which
is $500, he can get a patent?

Mr. ARENTZ. Yes. Under the present law if he applies
for a patent he has got to lie in order to get a patent to land
nonmineral in appearance; and further than that, in many sec-
tions of the West, where all the easy locations discoverable
have been made, you may find an area of porphyry thoroughly
leached but containing certain secondary minerals, indicating
to the practical eye that there is in all likelihood secondary
enrichment at depth which has produced low grade but com-
mercial ore over a considerable area that there may be mineral
there. He says: “ If this ore is mineral in character, as proven
by drill holes, then the area surrounding, which may be a
thousand acres in extent, may be mineral also.”

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield? L

Mr. ARENTZ. Yes,
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Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Does the gentleman advocate the
doetrine of geological inference? x

Mr. ARENTZ. If the gentleman will refer to the hearings
on the Utah school lands bill in regard to the mineral char-
acter of these lands, as determined by the General Land Office,
he will find that I have been absolutely in favor of not too
broad an interpretation of mineral character of land through
geological inference,

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mining engineers and others have
led me to believe that geological indications are not always a
sure basis of judgment.

Mr. ARENTZ., Only to a limited extent. I think we sheuld
use the utmost care in applying the principle of geological in-
ference. You can get two or three men together and one man
will say that a coal deposit, for instance, extends a certain dis-
tance under the surface area, where other men may be con-
vinced that it may taper out or be nonexistent. We should be
very careful in bringing into the case the doetrine of geological
inference.

The CHAIRMAN.
has again expired.

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, may I have five minutes more?

Mr. COLTON. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for five min-
utes more,

Mr. ARENTZ. As I understand this bill, it compels you to
do exactly as is done now under the present law, under which
you may apply for 60 claims for patent if you wish. But in
this ease it limits an applicant for patent to 32 claims. Under
the old law you could make 60 or 100 or more. This gives you
the right to apply for patent for 32 claims. Under the old law
you must make proof of discovery on each claim of actual ore
in place. Under this proposed law you do not need to have this
evidence, but you must prove your contention to the satisfac-
tion of the examiner.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Could you do that without showing
any mineral in place in a 640-acre tract?

Mr. ARENTZ. This is the exact meaning of the law. As I
told youn, my amendment was offered to the bill, and there seemed
to be no objection to it in the committee. I think the amendment
safegunards against any wrong interpretation that may be put
on the bill by the Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. The gentleman has had a good deal
of experience under the operation of the old law. Are the old-
time prospectors and miners who went out in the past and
located great mines in sympathy with the provisions of this bill?
Is the gentleman in sympathy with them?

Mr. ARENTZ. I am in sympathy with the old-time prospec-
tors and miners, and I will not object to the old-time prospec-
tors and miners holding on to the claims they have and obtain
as many more as they are willing to hold. I do not want to
see them curtailed in any respect in regard to their operations.
No old prospector is in the habit of prospecting until he has
reasonable promise of ore in sight. 1 would be opposed to the
bill if it were not for this amendment.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Is the old-time miner for this bill?

Mr. ARENTZ. My friend, the old-time prospector and miner
is interested in bringing money into the community, and I
feel that this bill, safeguarded as it is by my amendment, should
be enacted, compelling the big man—I think you are talking
about the prospector in his relation to the big man—so that the
big man will come into every mineral section of any State
where there is a reasonable chance of his developing a paying
mine, but no matter how large an area the operator locates the
claims must be not to exceed 20 acres in extent; $100 must be
expended at each claim every year until application is made.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I appreciate that and I appland the
motives of the gentleman, but are the old-time miners in favor
of this bill?

Mr. ARENTZ. I want you to ask that gquestion of the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. DouverLas]. I have safeguarded their
interest throungh the adoption of my amendment.

Mr. YON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENTZ. Yes.

Mr. YON. Is the gentleman for the bill or against it?

Mr. ARENTZ. In its present form I am in favor of the bill.
I am in favor of it with the amendment I have offered to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nevada
has again expired.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. DoucLas] in order that he may
answer the guestion propounded by the gentleman from Utah.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr., Chairman, I can answer that
question very shortly; yes.

The time of the gentleman from Nevada
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Mr. LEATHERWOOD. That is what I wanted to know,

Mr, WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr, WILLIAMSON. Will not the result of this bill be that
a good many 640-acre tracts will be patented upon which there
will be no mineral discovery? What then becomes of the title
to that land?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. In the well-known mineral areas
there are not as many as 640 acres frequently open to patent.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Then, the result might be that we might
patent 640 acres, and in the end there would be no mineral
discovery.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Under existing law you can
patent a claim on which you have discovered mineral in place,
but still find no commercial deposit; in faect, the great, great
bulk of patents so issued are issued for claims on which no com-
mereial deposit has been discovered.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Does that transfer to the one who files a
claim the title in fee, regardless of whether a discovery is made
or not?

Mr, DOUGLAS of Arizona, After a patent has been issued,
yes; and the same condition exists to-day. I can go out on any
number of places and make a discovery of mineral in place, do
my $500 worth of work on that claim and obtain a patent for
it, yet I may never discover a commercial deposit there.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Can a man sell and transfer that land
the same as any other tract of land?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. He can sell and transfer it, yes;
but, of course, it would be valueless unless he had discovered
some deposit.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Yes.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I think, perhaps, I am in accord with
that, but I am interested.

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. It is an interesting bill.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. As a matter of fact, does this not
make it possible for an individual who goes out and makes a
lode location on mineral in place to then monopolize the immedi-
ate neighborhood? Does it not do that?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. No; it does not.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Why?

Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona. Because the mere existence of
mineral in place on one claim ecan not be taken as satisfactory
evidence that all the surrounding claims are likewise mineral
in character.

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I think that is very true, as we have
found to our bitter experience.
Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona.

bitter experience to be true.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill for amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, in the discretion of the Secretary of the
Interlor, locations made under the lode mining laws of the United
States upon unreserved public lands claimed to econtain, at depth,
copper, lead, zine, or silver and their associated minerals, the actual
existenee of which ean be demonstrated only throngh deep shafts or
other deep underground workings, may be passed to patent uwpon evi-
dence satisfactory to him of the mineral character of the land, without
the requirement that applicants show an actual discovery of mineral
upon or within the limits of their claim or claims: Provided, That not
to exceed 640 acres of land may be located, held, applied for by, or
patented to any one individual or corporation under the provisions of
this act.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 1, line 6, after the word * zine,” insert the word * gold.”

Page 2, line 4, after the word * That,” strike out the remainder of
the line and all of lines 5, 6, and 7 and insert: “all the requirements,
conditions, and limitations of the lode mining laws shall apply to
locations, applications for, and patents made or issued under this act,
except the requirement of an actual discovery of mineral upon or
within the limits of the claim or claims: And provided further, That
locations made, patents applied for, or issued under this act shall be
in the form and manner required by applicable mining laws, and the
total aggregate acreage of land which may be so located, held, applied
for, or patented to any one individual or corporation under the pro-
visions of this act shall not exceed 640 acres.”

Mr. YON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the com-
mittee amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. YoN: On page 2, line 17, after the word
* exceed,” strike out " 640 acres™ and insert in leu thereof * 320
ams‘"

And I have found it to my very
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Mr, DOUGLAS of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, that amendment
is acceptable to me.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the committee
amendments as amended.

The committee amendments as amended were agreed to,

The Clerk read as follows:

Spc. 2, That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make any
rules and regulations necessary to carry this act into effeet,

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House with the amend-

‘ments, with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed

to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. SxeLn, Speaker pro
tempore, having assumed the chair, Mr. Luce, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that eommittee had had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 15919) to authorize the issuance of patents for lands
containing copper, lead, zing, or silver and their associated min-
erals, and for other purposes, and had directed him to report
the same back to the House with sundry amendments, with the
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the
bill as amended do pass.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous guestion on
the bill and amendments to final passage.

The previons guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a separate vote demanded
on any amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en gros.
The question is on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is now on the
engrossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr, CorToN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

The title was amended.

EXCHANGE OF GOVERNMENT LAND IN BOX ELDER COUNTY, UTAH

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 15328)
to authorize the exchange of 18 sections of Government land
for an equal number of sections of State land located in Box
Elder County, Utah, for experiments in sheep growing, and for
other purposes.

This bill is on the Union Calendar, and I ask unanimous
consent that it may be considered in the House as in Committee
of the Whole,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Utah asks
unanimous consent that this bill may be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

There was no objeetion.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby
authorized and directed to exchange 18 sections of Government land
loeated in Box Elder County, Utah, for an equal number of sections
of Utah BState land, the exchange being made for the purpose of
experimental sheep growing, the experiments to he conducted by persons
designated by the director of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station,
the work to be carried on In cooperation with the Utah Agricultural
Experiment Station.

With the following committee amendments :

On page 1, line 4, strike ont * Government land ™ and insert in lien
thereof * surveyed, vacant, nnreserved, and nonmineral public lands™;
and in line 7, strike out the words “ sections™ and “land " and insert
in len thereof the words “ lands of the same character”; and amend
the title.

Mr. COLTON. Mr, Speaker, there is evidently an error. The
word “wvalue”™ should be substituted there. The committea
amendment also included or should have included the striking
out of the word “number” in line 6 and inserting the word
“vyalue,” go that it would read “ for an equal value,” and I offer
an amendment to that effect.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman fromr Utah offers
an amendment to the committee amendment which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CorLToN to the committee amendment :

On page 1, in line 6, strike out the word “ number " and insert in lieu
thereof the word * value.”

The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed to.
The connnitiee amendments were agreed to.

&
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CoLtox, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to authorize the
exchange of 18 sections of Government land for an equal value
of State land located in Box Elder County, Utah, for experi-
ments in sheep growing, and for other purposes.”

BOISE NATIONAL FOREST, IDAHO

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (S. 1577) to
add certain lands to the Boise National Forest, Idaho.

This bill is on the Union Calendar and I ask unanimous con-
gent that the bill may be considered in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. T?e gentleman from Utah asks_
unanimous congent that the bill may be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

Mr. M¢cMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
will the gentleman state the character of the bill?

Mr, SMITH. It proposes to place in the national forest about
12 townships of land that are near the mountain tops, and which
are now outside of the national forest, in order that the stréam
flow may be protected. Under existing conditions it is pas-
tured without any control, and the stock tramps out the under-
brush, permitting the snow to melt much more quickly than if
properly protected as are lands in the national forests.

Mr. EVANS of Montana. May I ask the gentleman what
State this land is in?

Mr. SMITH. In Idaho.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLTON (during the reading of the bill). Mr. Speaker,
the rest of the bill is just a description of the land, and I ask
unanimous consent that the further reading of the bill be dis-
pensed with, with the understanding that the bill will be printed
in the Recorp in its entirety.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
ordered.

There was no objection.

The bill is as follows: 5

Be it enacted, ete., That any lands within the following-described
areas found by the Becretary of Agriculture to be chiefly valuable for
the production of timber or the protection of stream flows may, with the
approval of the Secretary of the Interior, be included within and made
a part of the Boise National Forest by proclamation of the President,
subject to all valid existing claims, and the said lands shall hereafter
be subject to all laws affecting the national forests:

The west half of sectlon 2; all of sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10; the
west half of section 11; all of sections 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
27, 28, 29, 80, 31, 32, 33, and 34, in township 4 south, range 2 west, of
the Boise meridian, State of Idaho. All of township 4 south, range 3
west, of the Boise meridian, State of Idaho. All of what will be when
surveyed of sectlons 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 186, 17,
18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, and 30, in township 4 south,
range 4 west, Boise meridian, State of Idaho. All of sections 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 18, 14, 15, 18, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 24 25 26, 27, 28,
29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36, township 5 south, range 4 west, Boise
meridian, State of Idaho. All of sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, T, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
18, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,19, 20, 21, 22, 28, 24 25 928, 27, 28, 20, 30, 81,
32, 33, 34, 35, and 36, township 5 south, range 3 west, Boise meridian,
State of Idaho. All of sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21, 22, 27, 28, 29, 80, 31, 32, 33, and 34, township 5 south, range 2
west, Bolse meridian, State of Idahe. All of sections 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32,
33, 34, and 35, in township 6 south, range 2 west, Bolse meridian, State

Without objection, it is so

of Idaho. All of township 8 south, range 3 west, Boise meridian, State
of Idaho. All of township 6 south, range 4 west, Boise meridian, State
of Idaho.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the
committee amendment :
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 1, strike out all of lines 3 to 10, inclusive, and insert in lieu
thereof the following: 4

“That subject to any valld existing claim or entry all lands of the
United States within the areas hereinafter deseribed be, and the same
are hereby, added to and made part of the Boise National Forest, to
be hereafter administered under the laws and regulations relating to
the national forests; and the provisions of the act approved March 20,
1922 (42 Stat. 463), as amended, are hereby extended add made
applicable to all other lands within said described areas."

The committee amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
~ third time, and passed.
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On motion of Mr. CovroN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

NATIONAL FORESTS IN MONTANA

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (8. 1511) for
the exchange of lands adjacent to naticnal forests in Montana,

This bill is on the Union Calendar, and I ask unanimous
consent that the bill may be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Utah asks
unanimous consent that this bill may be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
object, have the Democratic colleagues of the gentleman been
conferred with with respect to these bills?

Mr. COLTON. I did not catch the gentleman’s question.

Mr. SHARS of Florida. Have the members of the committee
on this side been notified what bills would be brought up?

Mr. COLTON. 1 think so, and the ranking member of the
committee on the Democratic side is here.

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I am speaking of the bills as a
whole and not this particular bill.

Mr. Speaker, I make the point of no guorum.
ought to have the Members here.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman reserve his
point for a moment?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes; I will reserve it.

Mr. COLTON. I just want to explain that these bills have
been reported out by the unanimous vote of the committee and
Lhe ranking member of the committee on the Democratic side is

ere.

Mr. EVANS of Montana.
come up.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Florida
makes the point of order that there is not a gquorum present,
Evidently there is not a quorum present.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The doors were closed, the Sergeant-at-Arms was directed to
notify absent Members, the Clerk called the roll, and the follow-
ing Members failed to answer to their names;

[Roll No. 15]
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I think we

And it is my desire that the bill

Abernethy Dickstein Knutson Rainey
Aldrich Doyle Kunz Ramseyer
Anthony Drewry Lindsay Reed, Ark.
Auf der Heide Estep Lozier Reid, TI1.
Baccn Fish Luce Rogers
Beck, Pa. Fitzpatrick Lyon Sirovich
Beck, Wis Garner, Tex. cClintie Spearing
Becdy asque MeCormack Stalker
Berger Glynn MeSwain Stedman
Black, Tex. Golder Maas Stobbs

Boies Grabam Major, Mo. Strother
Britten Griest nlove Sullivan
Browne Hadley Martin, La. Swick
Buchanan Hale Mead Taylor, Colo.
Buckhbee Hall, N. Dak. t Taylor, Tenn,
Bushong Hammer Montagne Temple
Carew Haugen Mooney Tillman
Carley Hawle; Moore, Ky. Timberlake
Celler Hill, Ala. Moore, N. J. Treadway
Clancy oward, Okla. Moore, Va. Underwood
Cole, Md dspeth Morin Updike
Collins Tughes Morrow Vestal
Combs Hull, Tenn. Murphy Vinson, Ky
Connolly, Pa. Igoe O'Connor, N. Y. are

Crisp Jeflers Oliver, N.'Y, White, Kans.
Crosser Johnson, 8. Dak. Palmer Wilson, Miss.
Crowther Johnson, Wash. Palmisano Wolverton
Culkin earns *arker ¢ ood
Cullen Kelly Parks Woodrum
Curry Kent Peery Wurzbach
Darrow Kiess Pou Wyant
Davey Kindred Pratt Yates
DeRouen King Quayle

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Two hundred and ninety-five
Members have answered to their names; a quornm is present.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WAINWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MorixN], the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
McSwain], and the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. HucHES]
are at an important hearing by the Subcommittee on Military
Affairs, and ask to be excused.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise my remarks on the District appropriation bill and to
include therein an editorial in the Evening Star of yesterday.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from New York
asks unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks on
the District appropriation bill, and include therein an editorial
from the Evening Star. Is there objection?

Mr. UNDERHILL. I object.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Utah calls
up the bill H. R. 1511, and asks nnanimous consent that it be
congidered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there
ohjection? L

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the provisions of the act of March 20, 1922
(42 Stat. L. 485), entitled “An act to consolidate national-forest lands,”
are hereby extended to include any suitable lands in the Btate of Mon-
tana situated within 6 miles of a national-forest boundary. Lands con-
veyed to the United Btates under this act shall, upon acceptance of title,
become parts of the national forest nearest to which they are situated.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered fo be read the third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CoLton, a motion to reconsider the vote
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I renew my request for unani-
mous consent to revise my remarks on the District appropria-
tion bill, eliminating the editorial in the Star.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from New York
asks unanimous consent to revise his remarks on the District
appropriation bill. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, for two days the House has had
nnder consideration the District of Columbia appropriation bill.
It had the “ usual consideration ”; that is, there were from 20 to
30 Members out of a legislative body of 435 Members who took
encugh interest in the subject to honor the proceedings with
their presence.

No more significant or pregnant commentary than that can be
made on the folly of committing the government of the District
to the National Congress—and I do not use the language in a
deprecatory sense.

The conclusion is obvious that a huge and unwieldy body,
constituted as Congress is, has not the temper nor the inclina-
tion to devote the care and attention to municipal local matters
that the subject peremptorily requires. The membership of the
House is elected primarily for the handling of national affairs
and, of course, largely confines its activities within those limits,

Excepting the members on the District legislative committee
and the five members on the subcommittee who handle the ap-
propriations for the District there are few in the House who
feel disposed to take any interest in District government, and
that, in my opinion, shows very conclusively that some plan of
government must be worked out to accord to the people of the
Distriet a voice in their own affairs.

The Members of the House who take a live interest in Dis-
trict matters may talk until they are black in the face. No
matter how logical their reasoning, their arguments are futile
when the matter is put to a vote, for the bulk of the member-
ship go through the cavortings of the old childhood game of
“ follow the leader.” The issue is settled by force and not by
renson.

I have some vital objections to the present bill, which I dwelt
upon in my speech of the 22d instant.

1 showed the folly of the invariable annual lump-sum method
of =ettling the oblizations of the Federal Government to the
taxpayers of the District by an argument that is unanswerable.
The Washington Star in a leading editorial yesterday accepts
my reasoning, as do many of the Members who have given the
subject careful study. The trouble is that there are not enough
of them to take the pains to study the question.

I also dwelt on the neglect of Congress to provide adequate
sewers to furnish sanitation facilities to 8,178 families who are
compelled to use open privies and who are compelled to use
well water, probably polluted.

I dwelt upon the insufficiency of the sewerage facilities to
protect the beautiful Rock Creek Park from pollution.

I dwelt upon the fact that in this Capital of the Nation there
are 221 part-time classes necessitated by the failure of Congress
to provide school accommodations.

I dwelt upon the defective paving and the insufficient lighting
of the Capital streets.

My colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr. Casgy] dwelt upon
the failure of the Budget Bureau to assent to the reguest of
the Commissioners of the District that the plan we inaugu-
rated in last year's bill be fulfilled by appropriating in this
year's bill the balance of the money justly due the employees
of the Distriet to bring their pay up to the basic pay of other
employees in the Federal service of the same grade.
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Being opposed to the bill before us on these grounds, the
question arises whether, in moving to recommit the bill, I
ought to embrace all of them or confine the motion to one
amendment,

I have decided on the latter course, and in order that the
House may have some inkling of its import I want to make
this brief argument:

THE MOTION TO RECOMMIT—-WHAT I8 IT ALL ABOUT?

Last year, in considering this appropriation, we found it
would take $340,000 to provide step-ups in the pay of District
employees to bring their basic pay up to the level of that
accorded to similar employees in over 30 departments of the
Federal Government doing the same grade of work.

This sum was not due thg as a mere gratuity but was due
them as a matter of law. e law required it; yet the bill of
last year as submitted to us only provided for $37,555. Our
committee, after conference with our late friend and colleague,
Mr. Madden, then chairman of the Appropriations Committee,
raised this particular item to §$175,000, with the distinet under-
standing that the balance, or $165,000, would be included in this
year's bill.

This understanding has not been lived up to, and the excuse
is offered that the Welch bill has in the meantime raised all
the salaries and has therefore made a further fulfillment of
our obligations unnecessary.

This excuse will not bear analysis. The Welch bill took the
basic pay of all of the employees—those that had been fixed in
accordance with the law, as well as the basic pay of those
unfortunates whose pay had not been adjusted in accordance
with the requirements of the law—and gave all a simultaneous
parallel raise.

The result is that those orginally diseriminated against are
still diseriminated against—they got a little more pay through
the Welch Aet, but so did those employees whose higher salaries
were in conformity with the law. Thus the Welch Act only
accentuated the discrimination instead of removing it as was
intended.

The disparity in the two classes of employees was not elimi-
nated. What we want to do and what we ought to do is, first
of all, to put the salaries of the discriminated employees on the
same legal level with that of the favored classes of employees
so that the Welch Act may operate with fairness. It will take
$165,000 to do this—in other words, comply with the law—and
that will be my motion to recommit.

LANDS OWNED BY RELIGIOUS ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 16352)
providing that no lands owned by any religious organization
within any national park ean be purchased by condemnation or
otherwise by the Government, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacled, etc.,, That the right of the Government to purchase
through condemnation shall not apply to lands within any national park
now owned by any religlous organizsation and used exclusively for
religlous purposes.

With the following committee amendment :

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill providing that no lands
owned by any religious organization within any national park can be
purchased by condemnation by the Government, and for other pur-
poses."

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Montana [Myr. LeAaviTT].

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, this is the bill in regard to
which I gave notice a week ago to-day, when the Interior
Department appropriation bill was under consideration. At
that time, you will recollect, the question was up as to condemn-
ing, if necessary, the private lands within the national parks.
I gave notice at that time of my intention to introduce a bill
which would exempt lands now owned by religious organiza-
tions and used exclusively for religions purposes from the
right of the Government to condemn. It would not do away
with the right of the Government to acquire these lands by
agreement or by purchase of any part that might be agreed to
by the Government and by the religious organizations, but it
would make it impossible for the Government to step in and by
condemnation proceedings take away from the religious organi-
zation land which it now owns and uses exclusively for religious
purposes,

The situation was brought about by this faet, and it is the
only sithation that I have checked up with the park adminis-
tration that would come within the intent of the bill: In the
Glacier National Park there is an area of 75 acres that belongs
to the Methodist Church organization of Montana and is used
by that organization as a summer institute for young people.
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It was acquired by that organization through the fact that
the original homesteaders, an old Montana couple who had gone
onto that land long before it became a national park, who home-
steaded it, and lived there the life of pioneers, desired to do
something fine for the young people of the State of Montana.
They made it possible for this church organization to acquire
that area, to be used by that organization for the benefit of the
young people of Montana. The prowvision in the Interior De-
partment bill with regard to the situation existing where private
owners have lands of this kind in national parks, and where it
is intended to give back to them a lifetime lease to enable them
to continue to use those lands for summer-home purposes could
not be made to apply in this case, because it belongs to an or-
ganization. Therefore I have written a bill in form that
would allow that church organization to continue to use that
area entirely for religious purposes, so long as it uses it for
that purpose, and that purpose only, and it would not exempt
this land just as soon as it passed into any other ownership or
just as soon as it is used for purposes other than religious.

I have had this matter up with different officials of the Park
Service in order to secure a report from the Department of the
Interior, and I find that there is no objection in the Depart-
ment to the principle of the bill. I shall not for a moment
hide the faet that there are some connected with the Park
Service who would like to have the bill much more restrictive
than it is at the present time, An amendment is going to be
offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CraMTON] to Te-
duce the area and to put around it further restrictions. But
let us not lose sight of this fact, that this ig an area belonging
to an organization which was in private ownership before the
park was established, and that it is not in the hands of a private
party, so that giving back a lease extending through their life-
time would not be possible to meet the situnation.

This Congress, when we created the Big Smoky National Park
and the Shenandoah National Park in the Southern States, made
exemptions of lands belonging to religious organizations and
used for religious purposes, lands belonging to educational insti-
tutions and used for educational purposes, and cemeteries, and
we did not impese any restriction cutting down those areas in
any arbitrary way by any action of Congress. We are con-
fronted with a clear-cut proposition of exempting this one area
of land from the condemnation proceedings, and allowing that
church which now owns it, coming almost as an inheritance
from a couple desiring to leave a memorial to the young people
of Montana, to continue to use it for religious purposes,

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I have it in mind to offer an amendment
at the conclusion of the gentleman’s bill to this effect:

S0 long as such lands shall continue to be used exelusively for
religious purposes.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I have prepared an amendment,
after discussing this matter with the Park Service, which, on
line 5, would strike out the word “and” and insert the word
“while,” which would mean the same thing, and also to strike
out the word “purchased,” in line 3, and insert the word
“acqguired,” so that the bill would read:

That the right of the Government to aeguire through condemnation
shall not apply to lands within any national park while owned by any
religious organization and used exelusively for religious purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMSON. That would be the same thing,

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. What is a religious purpose?
using it as a summer camp, using it for religions purposes?

Mr. LEAVITT. It is used for a summer camp, a summer in-
stitute. During a comparatively short period, for about five
vears, it has been used in the suommer. Meanwhile they are
building this into what they hope to make a fine institute,
where educational classes and religious work is to be done, and
the young people of the Nation may be brought there for an
outing under a religious influence.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Would the gentleman object to a regu-
lation in the bill requiring the submission of plans for addi-
tional improvements on these ground to the park commissioner?

Mr. LEAVITT. In that connection I have not offered any
particular objection to an amendment in that form, because I
do not think any possible question would arise with regard to
that, but I have the statement from the Director of the Park
Service in which consideration was given to that kind of a pro-
posal, and it was determined through discussion with the law
officer and the Director of the National Parks that that sort of

Is
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thing would not really add anything to the current law. They
were perfectly willing, in view of the character of this organiza-
tion, to take their chances on an agreement which could be
reached and with the statement being made that they had ap-
proved this bill with the nnderstanding that there would be that
sort of a conference in all such matters.

Mr. COLE of Towa. But you are enacting a law, and setting
a precedent, and would it not be well to put a clause in to that
effect, so that this organization may not erect a building that
would be out of harmony with the rest of the park? I hope the
gentleman will put such an amendment in the bill. )

Mr. LEAVITT. The amendment that is being proposed by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CramToN] does contain that sort
of a provision, as I understand it.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. If the Government should feel
that it needed any of this land, or, say, an easement on the
land, like putting a road across it or to bridge over a canyon,
would the gentleman’s bill prevent that sort of action by the
Government?

Mr. LEAVITT. The location of the road is settled and there
are no canyons on the land. There is no possibility of that
question arising.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. But it would preclude the Govern-
ment condemning or taking any easement to or on the land?

Mr. LEAVITT. It possibly would. So I would have no objec-
tion to having that point cleared up.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. I will

Mr. BANKHEAD. I understand this merely relates to that
particunlar instance in the State of Montana?

Mr. LEAVITT. That is the only case I know of.

Mr. BANKHEAD. But does the gentleman’s bill by language
make it a general act and applicable to all forest parks?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr, COLTON. I yield the gentleman flve minutes additional.

Mr. LEAVITT. I will say the bill was drawn in general
language before I knew this was the only area. The Park
Service says this is the only area.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman can answer the question
categorically. Does the gentleman's bill in language make
it a general act applicable to all national parks?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes; it does; and I see no reason why it
should not if a similar situation exists elsewhere,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Suppose an institution owns a large acre-
age in a national park, say a thousand acres or 5,000 acres,
acquired ostensibly for religious purposes, and builds some insti-
tution upon it accommodating only a few people. Would not
that prevent the Government, under the terms of the gentle-
man’s bill, from coming in on this land, although the institu-
tion itself only requires a small part of the acreage for its
particular purposes?

Mr. LEAVITT. It would not, for the simple reason that the
bill is written only to apply to the land now occupied by a
religious institution, and only applies while they are used for
religions purposes, and does not extend into the future.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is all I desired to ask the gentleman.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to take up the
time of the House with a further statement, unless there are
questions,

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas [Mr., Winco].

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I desire to propose an amend-
ment; and I ask the chairman of the committee if he is willing
for me to propose the amendment and then discuss it later?

Mr. COLTON. Yes; for the purpose of having the amend-
ment reported.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Arkansas
offers an amendment for the information of the House, which
the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. WiNco: Page 1, line 8, after the word * pur-
poses,” strike out the period and insert a comma and add the following
language: “or now owned by any fraternal organization and used
exclusively for fraternal purposes.”

Mr. WINGO, Mr. Speaker, I will explain to yon why I have
introduced that amendment. My colleague the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Reep], who represents the Hot Springs district,
is ill at home. This is a general bill. Inside the Hot Springs
reservation, which was turned into a national park, my recol-
lection is that there is a Hebrew hospital, maintained by some
Hebrew organization—I forget which particular one., You have
got an Elks’ building, a lodge hall. The Masons, I think, have



2212

a site. Whether or not they have erected a hospital or other
building I do not for the moment recall. But you see the
necessity for this amendment if you are going to exempt church
property. There would be certainly more necessity for this
kind of a provision for Hot Springs National Park than there
would be for this land that is inside this national park in
Montana, or wherever it is. Because in the Hot Springs Na-
tional Park these properties are right there in the heart of
things; and under the law which you passed the other day the
Secretary of the Interior could condemn them. I do not think
* yon want to do that. I think in most cases we donated the
Jand for these fraternal buildings; and that is the reason why
I offered the amendment,

Will the gentleman from Utah permit that amendment to be
offered now? 1 presume the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CramrTon] would rather have that disposed of first. He has a
substitute which he proposes to offer.

Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman's amendment will probably
be voted on before my substitute. It would be well to have it
pending.

The SPEAKER pro tempore., The Clerk will report the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Wixco]. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WiNgo: Page 1, line 6, after the word
“ purpose,” strike out the period and insert a comma and add the fol-
lowing language: “or now owned by any fraternal organization and
used exclusively for fraternal purposes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. Leavirr] for the purpose of offering an amend-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Utah
yields to the gentleman from Montana for the purpose of offer-
ing an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

Mr. DOWELL rose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore,
tleman from Towa rise?

Mr. DOWELL. I rise to suggest a point of order. If the
gentleman from Utah [Mr, Corrox] desires to occupy the floor
and yield the floor to the gentleman from Montana for the pur-
pose of permitting him to offer an amendment, the gentleman
from Montana offering the amendment will have the floor. I
merely call the attention of the Chair to the fact that when the
gentleman yields the floor for the purpose of allowing the gen-
tleman from Montana to offer an amendment, he actually yields
the floor.

Mr. COLTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent at this
time that the gentleman from Montana [Mr, Leavirt] may offer
his amendment in order that the whole proposition may be
before the House, and in the meantime I retain the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It seems to the Chair that all
that the gentleman has to do is to yield to him for the purpose
of offering an amendment.

Mr. COLTON. I yield to him for that purpose.

Mr. DOWELL. I want to keep the Recorp straight.
is going to be the ruling of the Chair

Mr, LEAVITT. All that I am interested in is in having the
completed bill perfected. My amendment changes only two
words.

Mr. DOWELL. The only question I am interested in at all
is the question of order; whether or not one having control of
the time may yield for the purpose of another offering an
amendment and then proceed again in command of the time.
My contention is that this is not in order and that the gentle-
man who yields the floor for an amendment to be offered yields
the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thinks that is cor-
rect. The Member to whom he yields for the purpose of offer-
ing an amendment has the floor for one hour on that amend-
ment if he wanted to take it.

Mr. DOWELL. That would be true if he takes the floor on
the amendment.

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, may I submit a unanimous-con-
sent request to take care of it? The gentleman yielded to me.
I ask unanimous consent that the control of the time and the
control of the situation shall not be affected by his having
yielded to me for my amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman’s amendment
has been disposed of.

Mr. WINGO. I ask, in order to clear the parliamentary
gituation, that the control be not changed by reason of that
action.

For what purpose does the gen-

If this
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. As the Chair understands it,
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Corton] yielded to the gentle-
man from Montana [Mr. LeaviTr] for the purpose of offering
an amendment. The Chair will rule that when the Member in
charge of the bill yields to another Member for the purpose of
offering an amendment, he also yields the floor. The Member
who offers the amendment is then entitled to an hour to debate
his amendment. The Chair will say that this ruling follows
the decisions that are found in Hind® Precedents, Volume V,
sections 5029, 5030, and 5031.

Mr. DOWELL. That is what I contend.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, in view of that ruling of the
Chair—and I think it is correct—I offer the amendment which
has been sent to the Clerk’s desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Utah offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Covrrox: Page 1, line 3, after the word
“to,” strike out the word * purchase™ and insert * acquire”; and on
page 1, line 5, after the word “ organization,” strike out “and™ and
ingert * while.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Utah.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. CrRaAMTON].

The SPEHAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan
is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker and ladies and gentleman of
the House, this bill, while it is intended to reach one particular
situation in one national park, is broad enough in its language
to affect every national park.

Now, it is a fact that neither the committee nor anyone here
knows what the conditions are, definitely, in all the parks. No
one knows how far-reaching this bill may be. We do have some
information as to the particular situation in Glacier National
Park, but there has been no study and no examination with ref-
erence to the parks as a whole.

My theory of a national park is that it is an area of land that
is set apart perpetually to be used in common by all the people,
and anyone or any organization that owns a part of that area
and who is given the exclusive right to the use of that area
to that extent is encroaching upon the national park and defeat-
ing the fundamental purposes of that park.

There may be reasons why sometimes consent might well be
granted. We have seen fit to permit religious organizations to
have a place where a church could be built and religious
services held.

But to say to any one religious organization, “ You can have
not only enough land for a church but you ean have 70 or
80 acres of land,” means that every religious organization is
entitled to that same privilege. To say that we are going 1o
grant that privilege for religious purposes—as the House just
demonstrated when it accepted the Wingo amendmeni—means
that every fraternal organization as well ought to have the
same privilege, and by the time you have taken care of the
different kinds of church organizations and fraternal organiza-
tions, perhaps the next organizations we shounld take care of
would be political organizations, and others. In other words, it
is rather questionable whether a national park is to be an area
set aside for the common use of all the people, or whether it is
to be a place maintained by the Federal Government for the
benefit of some individual landowners and organizations owning
lands within the park.

By reason of the fact that this bill is only intended to reach
an emergency in the Glacier National Park, if we are going to
pass the bill at all it ought to be limited to the Glacier National
Park, and we should take care of other parks as any enrergency
may arise.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. Certainly.

Mr. BANKHEAD. In answer to my interrogation of the gen-
tleman from Montana a moment ago with reference to the scope
of this bill, he stated very distinctly that the langnage of this
bill only applied to property now in the possession of religious
organizations, and if that is true I do not see how the argument
just made by the gentleman with reference to an extension of
this right could be a valid argument.

Mr. CRAMTON. There are two angles to that. In the first
place, no one knows—that is, the information has not been made
available—how much land is owned by religious organizations
in other parks, In the second place, when you have passed a
law saying that the Methodists of Montana shall have the right
perpetually to set aside nearly 80 acres of land in Glacier Park,
if the Baptists of Montana should come here, or the Catholics,
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the Jews, the Quakers, or anybody else, and say they would like
to have an area in this national park—because there is a lot of
privately owned land in Glacier Park—or wanted the privilege
of buying 80 acres alongside of the Methodists; I do not see how
Congress could reasonably refuse to extend the privilege to the
Baptists, to the Catholics, or the Jews which we are now
proposing to extend to the Methodists.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. I yield.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. If we pass this bill, would it not
be an invitation for such organizations to acquire lands in these
national parks, which are largely enhanced in value by reason
of the money the Government spends on the parks?

Mr., CRAMTON. Oh, yes. We maintain the roads in the
parks and all these other things.

Mr. LEAVITT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes,

Mr. LEAVITT. Has anything of that kind taken place while
the doors have been wide open, with no restriction whatever,
and privately owned lands available in the national parks?
Does the gentleman know of any other religious organization
that is in the situation that it is intended to reach in this
bill?

Mr. CRAMTON. No: and the gentleman from Montana is
not sure as to what the situation is in other parks. But I know
this: That when I asked the Park Service as to how much acre-
age was involved in this particnlar case it took some research
for them to determine that fact.

Mr, LEAVITT. Is not this true or a reasonable conclusion,
that if there were any considerable areas in other parks belong-
ing to religious organizations, such as the gentleman has re-
ferred to, the Park Service would know something about it
themselves?

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, no. I do not say they do not know
whether religions organizations hold landsg, but the area of
them and the nature of their use has not been checked up.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to be permitted to proceed
in my own way and make a connected statement, after which I
will be very glad to yield.

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question?

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes.

Mr. BEGG. I would like to ask the gentleman if there is any
restriction placed on this organization If they should decide
b years or 10 years from now to sell this land to a private
individual?

Mr. CRAMTON. Under the amendment which has been
adopted, in my judgment, the lands would be subject to con-
demnation if they should sell to others.

Mr. BEGG. After it is sold; but in the interim, suppose it
were discovered that there were rich mineral deposits on this
acreage?

Mr. LEAVITT. Let me say to the gentleman from Ohio that
the mineral laws as such do not apply to the national parks.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I can not yield further,
because I would like to make a connected statement. As I
have said, if we are going to pass this bill we should pass it
in such form as to take care of this one park and then take
care of other situations as they develop. Now, let us see about
the situation in this one park. A certain organization, I under-
stand the Methodists, own a tract of land that is 73.94 acres
in extent. They hold there annually, I am told by the Director
of the National Park Service, for about 10 days some kind of
a meeting, either an institute or something of the kind. Now,
by reason of thiz temporary use for about 10 days each year it
is proposed that they shall perpetually have the exclusive use
of nearly 80 acres.

The bill says that the right to condemn land—and you
understand there is no proposition pending to arbitrarily evict
these people, and you ought to understand that the National
Park Service has never shown any disposition to be arbitrary
or harsh in its treatment of the public, and =o there is no
pending eviction against these people—but this bill provides
that perpetually, hereafter, the general right of the Government
to condemn property for public use shall not apply to lands now
owned by any religious organization while, as the bill now pro-
vides, nsed exclusively for religious purposes.

Now, with 73.94 acres you have to give the term “religions
purposes ¥ a pretty liberal meaning in order to justify in any-
one’s mind that their occupancy of that amount of land is
“ exclusively for religious purposes.”

It happens that the area they hold is located in a very
attractive section of Glacier Park. As I understand, it is imme-
diately upon Lake MecDonald and extends up to the Trans-
mountain Highway now under construction, and in their use
of it they hold this annual meeting and they have been erecting
shacks upon their land, scattered more or less about it, unat-
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tractive, disappointing-looking structures, some conspicuous from
the highway, constituting an undesirable picture in one of the
most attractive sections of Glacier National Park. I do not
understand that all of this array of disagreeable shacks is
necessary for their use of it for religious purposes, On the
other hand, if they did not own an acre of land up there, there
would be no difficulty about their going there annually and
holding the kind of camp they want.

Why, everybody is urged and encouraged to go to these
national parks and set up their own little camp and avail them-
selves of the privileges there afforded. They are encouraged to
do this, and, ecertainly, any worthy organization that wants to
go into a national park and set up a camp will have no difficulty.
They will not have to own the land and will have no difficulty
about it; but they will have to conform to the regulations of
the National Park Service so as to be sure that their use of the
land does not interfere with the pleasure of others in using the
park.

I have fried to get an agreement with the gentleman from
Montana [Mr. Leavitr] to reduce this area, inasmuch as they
are in the park, to an area that might reasonably be thought
to have some relation to the religious use rather than to a whole
aggregation of summer homes. I thought that 5 acres would
certainly cover as large an area as they could want to use for
religions purposes. But for them fo set up their own little
park for their own individual, denominational use in the midst
of a national park, hardly seems to me the right policy for us
to follow,

Mr. LINTHICUM. If the gentleman will permit, I would like
to ask what is the total area of the Glacier National Park?

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, it is a very large area. I do not know-—
it is probably as large—well, it is a very large area and, of
course, 73 acres as compared with the total area of the park is
nothing. It does happen, however, it is rather conspicuously
located.

Mr. DALLINGER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes,

Mr. DALLINGER. Why should there be any land in a na-
tional park, no matter by whom owned, that can not be taken
by the Government if necessary?

Mr. CRAMTON. There ought not to be an acre of land in any
national park that is not entirely under the control of the Goy-
ernment and devoted to the common use of everyone.

Mr. DALLINGER. Then why should the bill be passed at
all, for 5 acres, or 20 acres, or 70 acres?

Mr. CRAMTON. In my judgment, the bill really ought not to
pass at all [applause]; but I have tried to get an agreement.
I am never sure just what the House will do with a bill, and I
have tried to work out a way to minimize the harm that this
would do.

It is troe that when the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
LeaviTr] consulted with the Park Service and presented this
bill, the Park Service did not disapprove of the bill. This in
itself is a demonstration of the attitude of the Park Service.
They have no thought of running these people out of the park,
or anything of that kind. But they would like the authority to
regulate the kind of structures that will be put on this land.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman an addi-
tional five minutes,

Mr. CRAMTON. But the land now belongs to this organiza-
tion. Of course, the only way we can acquire it is by purchase
or through condemnation proceedings. The Park Service held
they could not put in the bill just a straight-out requirement
that plans for development of structures should be approved by
the Park Service, but when I suggested to them that this ex-
emption from condemnation be only extended to that land after
they filed a statement stating its use would be for religious pur-
poses, and that if exempted from condemnation the character of
the structures would be subject to approval of the Park Service,
they concluded that could be done; and so, at my request, they
drafted a substitute which I have in mind to offer.

Understand this substitute represents my views rather than
the views of the Park Service, although I am sure they would
be quite in sympathy with this sort of a bill.

I have in mind to offer this as a substitute. Personally, I
think the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Coorer] is quite cor-
rect that we would be better off if we did not pass any bill,
But I realize that it has become a matter of some diseussion in
Montana and there has been an effort in some quarters to
make more or less a political issue of it.

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. 1 yield.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman refers to * the
gentleman from Wisconsin,” The gentleman who made the

-
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interruption and the statement was the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr., DarLiNnger]. But the gentleman from Wisconsin,
now speaking, heartily indorses the position of the gentleman
from Massachusetts. [Laughter.]

Mr. CRAMTON. I am glad to hear that and glad that I
made the mistake. [Laughter.]

Without desiring to be obstructive to what the gentleman
from Montana is trying to do, I drafted this provision to mini-
mize the situation.

That the right of the Government'to acquire through econdemnation
shall not apply to any lands up to 5 acres within the Glacler National
Park now owned by any religious organization while used exclusively
for religious purposes: Provided, That before guch lands shall be
exempt from condemnation under the aforesaid provision said organiza-
tions shall file with the Secretary of the Interior a statement in writing
certifying that particular land not exceeding 5 acres is needed and used,
and shall continue to be used exclusively for religious purposes and
agreeing to secure prior approval of the said Secretary of the Interior
of all structures of any kind whatsoever hereafter proposed to be
placed thereon as far as their location, design, and sanitation are
concerned, and should such use of the land be discontinued or the said
agreement withdrawn or violated then the provisions of this act shall
no longer apply.

I think I have said, Mr. Speaker, all that I care to say unless
there are some further questions.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. I will :

Mr. COLE of Iowa. The gentleman proposes to give cerfain
rights to those who are there now. By what reason can you
deny similar right to those who come afterwards?

Mr. CRAMTON. I think it is a dangerous precedent.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. You have no right to set a time limit.

Mr. CRAMTON. 1 think it is a dangerous precedent ; I think
because those from Montana who are near by and got in early
and got a piece of land, later the Boy Scouts of Michigan or the
@Girl Scouts, when they want to have some place where they
can go will say, “ Well, you let them in,” and there would be
a good deal of justice in their plea.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana [Mr. LEAviTT].

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, 1 realize that a bill of this
kind is in danger through discussion of abstract prineiples rather
than of the actual situation. If we were to consider a new
national park and determine whether privileges of this kind
should be given it would undoubtedly not be justified. Buf we
have a situation here that is going to be met in one way or an-
other. We have an area of land in this national park that has
been acquired when the acquiring of that land was entirely
proper, entirely legitimate, and with the added situation that it
was given to this organization in the desire of a pioneer family
in that State to do something for the young people. The situ-
ation has existed for a number of years, and without any of
these things that are being feared having taken place,

On the contrary, I have a statement here dated January 23,
yesterday, signed by Mr. Albright, Director of the National Park
Service, in which he says this:

In connection with request received in the department from Hon.
Dox B. CoLToy, chairman of the Committee on the Publie Lands of the
House of Representatives, for a report on H. R. 16352, “A bill providing
that no lands owned by any religious organization within any national
park edan be purchased by condenfnation or otherwise by the Govern-
ment, and for other purposes,” which was referred to this service for
preparation of reply, ecareful consideration has been given to the advis-
ability of recommending the addition of the following proviso to the bill:

“ Provided, That structures of any kind within 300 feet of any high-
way built by the Federal Government shall be subject to the approval
of the National Park Service as far as thelr location, design, and sani-
tation are concerned.”

As far as Is known in the service, the right of the Federal Government
to restrict buildings and other construction projects on privately owned
land within the national parks has never been definitely determined,
either judicially or otherwise, and therefore the question as to whether
sueh right exists is not entirely free from doubt, Notwithstanding the
aforesaid status of this question, it I8 not believed that any legislative
language to this effect could legally give the Federal Government any
authority in this connection should it be found that the same does not
already exist. In other words, it is believed here in the service that
if the Federal Government has authority to restrict the use of privately
owned lands within the national parks so as not to interfere with the
geenic views in the parks, that such rights may be exercised by the park
administration, whether or not the proposed legislative lamnguage is
included in the bill and enacted into law.

1 will state at this point that the senior Senator from Mon-
tana stated to the House subcommittee of the Committee on
-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 24

Appropriations when these matters were before it this year that
in his judgment that power now exists on the part of the Federal
Government, even to zoning or controlling the character of strue-
tures on private lands within the national parks, speaking par-
ticularly of the Glacier National Park, and having in view the
fact that jurisdiction had been ceded by the State to the Federal
Government. Then the letter goes on, and I call particular
attention to this:

On the other hand, we do not anticipate any dificulties with religious
organizations on the land within the national parks in this respect, as
we have always found such organizations highly cooperative in the ad-
ministration of these areas, and it is believed that if word is given out
by you and other Members of Congress to these organizations to Lhe
effect that the National Park Service agreed to or approved this proposed
legislation only on condition that these organizations would extend full-
est cooperation in the nse of their land in conformity with national park
ideals, that this would have all the effect that would be desired.

Horace M. ALBRIGHT, Director,

Here is the statement from the head of the Park Service,
after having dealt for years with this situation, and the situation
is not as it has been presented with regard to a large number of
unsightly edifices on this land. It is possible there might be a
difference of opinion as to the character of some of them, but
they have erected there a rustic temple, costing about $6,000,
and they have attempted, as the statement has been made to me
by the superintendent of that park, to keep those places clean
and in proper condition,

I can see very plainly that this situation is likely to be con-
fused with the general situation having to do with the use of
lands for strictly private purposes. There are in the national
parks areas belonging to individuals, and it is proposed by the
action taken by the House the other day that those lands be sub-
ject to condemnation, and that the owners be given a lifetime
lease as long as they live, for the use of those lands for summer-
home purposes and purposes not withont the purpose of the
national parks themselves. That is the proposition. The House
has acted upon it. How are you going to apply that to a
religious organization that owns the land just as completely as
do those private owners own their land. You can not say to
them, “ As long as you live you can have this.” You must put
it in at_her language to give them the same treatment. This is
no special treatment, this is an effort to give this church organi-
zation the same treatment that is being proposed with regard to
private owners in respeet to their summer homes. As long as
this is used exclusively for religions purposes, as long as it is
owned by this organization and so used, it will not be subject
to condemnation. Just the moment that it passes to other
ownership or is put to other uses, it then becomes subject to
condemnation and purchase by the Government, just as wonld
be the case when the private owner of a summer home dies.
It then becomes subject to acquirement by the Government.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes. ;

Mr. CRAMTON. The genfleman has not quite appreciated
the situation. The bill to which the gentleman refers does not
exempt privaie lands from condemnation at all until the pres-
ent owners die. It provides for condemnation, but it does
authorize the Park Service, when they are acquiring those lands
through negotiation, not tbrough condemnation, to give back
a life lease, and that is taken into consideration in the price
they pay for the lands. But we do not exempt them. The de-
paﬁ:ment has authority to proceed, if they desire, to condem-
nation, 2

Mr. LEAVITT. The gentleman misunderstood me. I did no
say they could not condemn the land. They can buy the land
under the present law if the bill is finally passed as it went
through the House, and as the House conferees were instructed,
and then the Government can give back this lifetime lease; but
that sort of provision will not meet the situation of an organi-
zation like this, that is just as legitimately in there as any pri-
vate owner. What I am trying to do is to give them the same
privilege, not something different, but the same privilege we are
proposing to give to private owners of land used for other
purposes. I am providing that as long as they remain a re-
ligious organization and use the land exclusively for religious
purposes they can retain title to it. The only difference is that
with these other people they do not refain the title, but they get
a permit. This would automatically do away with any uses of
that area or any part of it not exclusively religious, and in a few
years will work out its own solution, in my judgment, in the
fact that this church organization would not be able to use
some portions of this land as it may now plan as a producer of
revenue, but would find it more advisable to sell to the Gov-
ernment. Further, the moment it was disposed of otherwise it
would become subject to purchase by the Government through
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condemnation or otherwise. It is not giving them any special
privilege, but is giving them, as near as we can do if, the same
kind of privilege we propose to individuals.

The writing in of the restrictions proposed by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Ceamtox] I can see no objection to. The
opinion of the Park Service is that they do not really need them
for the protection of the area, and I do not believe the owners
of that land would object to having it in there. I do not believe
they would object to being required to enter into an agreement
as to the form of construnction and sanitation,

Mr. MORTON D. HULL. What did the gentleman say about
the use of the land for revenue-producing purposes?

Mr. LEAVITT. They might have in mind the use of some
of it for those purposes, and if they did it would not be differ-
ent from the use of some other lands in the parks where the
owners lease for summer homes. In my interpretation of the
bill it is that they would have to use the land for religious
purposes exclusively in order not to have it subject to con-
demnation.

So far as the area is concerned, I see no reason for reducing
the area or limiting it. I do not think 5 acres would be enough.
If the gentleman from Michigan would make it 10 acres, I do
not believe that I would object under the circumstances, I
have talked with my colleague [Mr. Evans], in whose district
this area is, althongh many of the people are in my district,
and he says he thinks it would be good judgment on our part
to accept an amendment at 10 acres. What we are trying to
do is not to create a special privilege but to give these people
the same kind of privilege that we are proposing to give to
everyone else,

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, may I ask how much time
remaing?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 14 minutes remaining.

Mr., COLTON. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Besa].

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I am
not sure I even want five minutes but I want to direct the at-
tention of the House to what I think the bill does, and not being
an attorney maybe I am entirely in error. The people holding
this land to-day have the same right to it that every man
owning land under a deed has and no greater right as I under-
stand it, and that being the case the Government, under certain
conditions, can take the property by due process of law under
the right of eminent domain. I want to raise the question if by
special legislation you deny the Federal Government the right
to take any or all of this property under the right of eminent
domain, have not you given a vested right which we can not
take away.

I will raise that question—and not being a constitutional
lawyer or any kind of a lawyer, 1 can not argue, I raise
another question. They are building small homes there. Who

is building, private individuals or the church organization?

If the church organization is building them they perhaps and
are undoubtedly charging a reasonable rental, Now, if they
can get away with building cottages and operating a summer
resort for 10 days or 2 weeks, or whatever it is, I sobmit to
you if they discover oil on it they can sink an oil well and
have a derrick every 100 yards without violating the provisions
of this law. They can do more than that, they can open up
any kind of a mine if they have a vested right to the land by
special legislation. I do not believe this Congress wants that
done in any of our national parks. I do not believe Congress
wants to deny these people the right of having a summer con-
clave or of any kind they want, but it strikes me as a layman
you are running dangerously near legal difficulties, and if in
the future we should want it for any purpose, and I can con-
ceive it might be an absolute necessity almost fo condemn the
right of way for a railroad or a highway through this property
with this legislation. I raise that guestion and direct it to the
attorneys of the House. Could you go through?

Mr. EVANS of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. 1 yield, but will the gentleman be brief?

Mr. EVANS of California. Does the gentleman believe this
Congress could waive the right of eminent domain, which is a
constitutional right?

Mr. BEGG. I simply ean not discuss that, but I have my
own opinion ; but it is not legal and it is probably a waste of
time to give it to the House. Personally I do not think we can,

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. I will

Mr. STEVENSON. Certainly, if Congress can waive a right,
it can repeal the waiver.

Mr. BEGG. Of course, you can repeal this law——

Mr. STEVENSON. Of course, we would not be in a position
where we could not rescind the waiver,
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Mr. BEGG. And Congress can undo anything without ques-
tion under certain procedure, but you can not take away a
vested right without compensating the person owning same,
Hence the danger of this legislation.

Mr, LEAVITT. Wil the gentleman yield?

Mr. BEGG. I will.

Mr. LEAVITT. It would give added protection to this
organization in the use of this land for simply religious pur-
poses without further action of Congress, and they should not
arbitrarily be deprived of this area.

Mr. BEGG. They can not arbitrarily be deprived of it now.

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes; they can.

Mr. BEGG. No; not without due process of law and con-
demnation and compensation. Now, if we pass this bill, as I
say, I think we are ereating a vested right, but at the same
time we are not depriving them of the right to sell this whole
proposition to a private individual.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Oh, yes.

Mr. BEGG. No; you are not.
of curb on it.

Mr. LEAVITT. They could sell it just as they can now, the
same as other private owner. But when they sold it, it would
immediately come out from under the protection of the Govern-
ment,

Mr. BEGG. Yes; I grant all that. There is no reason why
this church organization, if they wantfed to do it, can not under
the guise of a church organization go and establish a college.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr, BEGG, Mr. Speaker, can I have half a minute more?

Mr. COLTON. I yield to the gentleman half a minute,

Mr. BEGG. And if they were to establish that college, all
they would need to do to bring it under the protection of this
bill would be to say it is a religious college, and thereby you
would have granted them privileges over other institutions in
the United States. I think it should be drafted in clearer
language or else not passed.

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas.
ought to be recommitted ?

Mr. BEGG. Yes. I think it ought to be rewritten.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amend-
ment as a substitute to the bill.

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, let me say, before the gentle-
man offers his motion, that I think the fears of the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Beea] are groundless. The passage of this bill
will not enlarge the rights already owned by the church. It
will not change the right one way or the other. It simply pro-
vides that so long as the land is used exclusively for church
purposes the right of eminent domain shall not be exercised
against this property.

Mr. BEGG. It enlarges their right by the gentleman's own
admission.

Mr. COLTON, It is a question whether the right of eminent
domain can now be exercised in national parks. This simply
provides that if it is invoked—and we shall probably authorize
its exercise in another act now pending before Congress—it shall
not lie against this particular land. I ecan think of mo other
way to put this church on an equality with private individuals
who will probably secure lifetime leases if their land is con-
demned.

Mr. CRAIL. If this bill becomes a law, who is to decide, or
how is it to be decided, whether the use to which the land is
being put is a religious use?

Mr. COLTON. If there was any question or dispute about it
I supposze it would be judicially determined. I de not antici-
pate that action of that kind would be required. Now I yield
to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have no desire to debate beyond one min-
ute, but I would like to offer a substitute.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Utah yield to the
the gentleman from Michigan for the purpose of offering an
amendment? }

Mr., COLTON. I yield to him one minute for that purpose.

The SPEAKER. The parlinmentary situation is that other-
wise the gentleman from Michigan could oceupy an hour.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have no desire to do that., I accepted the
suggestion of 10 acres instead of 5. It enfs down the acreage
from 74 to 10. It limits the application of the law to the Glacier
National Park instead of all national parks, and it gives the
Park Service the authority to regulate the character of the use
of the land.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment offered
by the gentleman frony Michigan [Mr, CRAMTON].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CraMmTon : Strike out all after the enact-
ing clause and insert: “ That the right of the Government to acquire

You are not putting any kind

Does not the gentleman think it
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through condemnation shall not apply to any land up to 10 acres within
the Glacier Natlonal Park now owned by any religions organization
while used for religious purposes: Provided, That before such lands
ghall be exempt from condemnation under the aforesaid provision said
organizations shall file with the Secretary of the Interior a statement
in writing certifying that particular land, not exceeding 10 acres, is
needed and used and shall be used exclusively for religlous purposes,
and agreeing to secure prior approval of the said Becretary of the
Interior of all structures of any kind whatsoever hereafter proposed to
be placed thereon as far as their location, design, and sanitation are
concerned, and should such use of the land be discontinued or the said
agreement be withdrawn or violated, then the provisions of this act
ghall no longer apply.”

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield one minute to the gentle-
man from Montana [Mr. LeaviTr].

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I wish merely to say this: I
am sure that the language proposed by the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CraMmTON] puts around it every restriction that
the Government could expect; more than has been asked for by
the Park Service itself. I am willing to accept it as meeting
the situation.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out
the last word.

The SPEAKER., The gentleman fronr Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I do not wish to
occupy five minutes. But I am opposed to the amended propo-
gition of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRaMTON] that this
area shall be 10 acres instead of 5. That change from 10 to 5
does not, in my judgment, at all tend to reconcile this bill with
the great principle upon which this Government is based—the
absolute s=eparation, under all circumstances, of church and
state. We should not exempt property from condemnation pro-
ceedings npon religious grounds.

The gentleman from California [Mr. Cramr] propounded a
very pertinent question. He wanted to know who is to define
the expression “religious purposes,” I know some people who
say that the Methodists in their religious tenets do not practice
religion. [Laughter.]

These people may be very benighted, and I think some of
them are, Nevertheless this is a Government of Catholics,
Protestants, infidels, and Jews. All of these classes pay taxes,
and we have no right to exempt from condemnation for publie
use the property of any one of them because of its particular
religious faith. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, Leavrrr) there were—ayes 39, noes 37.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The guestion now is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Leavirr) there were—ayes 30, noes 55.

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the
eround that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no quorum present. The
Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will
notify absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 71, nays 202,
not voting 155, as follows:

T T
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Cohen Garrett, Tex. Larsen
Cole, ITowa Gibson Lea
oller Glfford Leech
Combs Gilbert Lehlbach
Connally, Tex, Glynn Luce
Connery Goldsborongh McDuffie
Cooper, Wis Gaoodwin McFadden
Corning Gregory McMillan
Cox Green McReynolds
Crail Griffin Magrad,
Cramton Guyer Major, 111
Crisp Hale Major, Mo,
Dallinger Hall, I Mapes .
avis Hall, Ind. Martin, La.
Deal Hancock Martin, Mass,
DeRouen Hardy Menges
Dickingon, lowa Hare Monast
Dickinson, Mo. Harrison Moorman
Dickstein Hastings Morehead
Dominick Haugen Morrow
Doughton Hersey Nelson, Me.
Donglass, Mass, Hickey Nelson, Mo,
Drane Holaday Niedringhaus
Drewry Hope Norton, Nebr,
Driver Houston, Del. Norton, N. J
Dyer Howard, Nebr, O’'Brien
Edwards Huddleston O’'Connell
England Hudson O’Conner, La.
Eslick Hull, Morton D. Oldfield
Evans, Calif. Jeffers Oliver, Ala,
Fenn Jenkins Parks
Fitzgerald, W. T. Johnson, Ind, Patterson
Fletcher Johnson, Tex. Peavey
Fort hn Porter
Frear Eem Prall
Free Kendall Ragon
Fulbright Kerr Rankin
Fulmer Kincheloe Ransley
Furlow Korell Reece
Gambrill EKurtz Romjue
Garber Kvale Rutherford
Gardner, Ind, LaGuardia Banders, N, Y.
tt, Tenn. Langley Sanders, Tex,
NOT VOTING—155
Abernethy Darrow Knutson
Ackerman Davenport Kunz
Aldrich Davey Lampert
Andresen Dempsey Lanham
Andrew Denison Leatherwood
Anthony Doutrich Lindsay
Aswell Do{le Lozier
Auf der Helde Eato Lyon
Ayres Elliott cClintie
Bacharach Hstep McCormack
Bacon Fish McLaughlin
Bankhead Fitzpatrick McLeo
Beck, Pa 0SS Maas
Beck, Wis. Freeman Manlove
Beedy French Mansfield
Berger Garner, Tex Mead
Bloom Golder Merritt
Boies Grabam Michaelson
Boylan Greenwood Milligan
Britten Griest Montague
Buchanan Hadley Mooney
Buckbee Hammer Moore, Ky.
Burdick Hawley Moore, N, J.
Bushy Hill, Ala. Moore, Va.
Bushong Hoch Murphy
Byrns Hoffman Nelson, Wis.
Carew Howard, Okla. Newton
Carley Hughes O'Connor, N. Y.
Celler Hull, Tenn. Oliver, N. Y.
Chalmers Igoe Palmer
Christoshe\'son Jacobstein Palmisano
Cole, Md. James Parker
Collins Johnson, IIL Peery
Connolly, Pa. Johnson, Wash, Perkins
Cooper, Ohio Kelly Pou
Crosser Kent Pratt
Crowther Kiess Quayle
Cullen Kindred Rainey
Curry King Ramseyer

So the passage of the bill was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Until further notice:
Mr. Hawley with Mr. Garner of Texas.

JANUARY

[Roll No. 16]

YEAS—T1
Adkins Fitzgerald, Roy G. Letts Smith
Allgood Gasque Linthicum Strong, Kans.
Almon - Hall, N. Dak. Lowrey Summers, Wash,
Arents Hill, Wash. McKeown Swing
Bowman Hogg MeSwain Tarver
Burtness Hooper McSweeney Tatgenhorst
Butler Hudspeth Michener Taylor, Tenn.
Cannon Hull, Wm. B, Milley Thurston
Clancy Irwin Moore, Ohio Tilzson
Clarke Johuson, Okla. Morgan Updike
Cochran, Pa. Johnson, 8. Dak, Morin Vestal
Colton Jones Purnell Vineent, Iowa
Culkin Kading Quin Whitehead
Douglas, Ariz. Kearns Reed, N. Y. Williamson
Dowell Ketcham Rowhottom Winter
Englebright Kopp Sandlin Wright
Evans, Mont Lankford Schafer Yon
Fisher Leavitt Simmons

NAYS—202
Allen Black, Tex. Briggs Carter
Arnold Bland Briggam Cartwright
Bachmann Blanton Browne ‘asey
Rarbour Bohn Browning Chapman
Beers Bowles Dulwinkle Chase
Begg Box Campbell Chindblom
Beﬁ Brand, Ga. Canfield Clague
Black, N. Y. Brand, Ohio Carss y

Mr. Wurzbach with Mr. Pou,

Mr. Buckbee with Mr. Kindred.

Mr. Pratt with Mr. Abernethy.

Mr. Wolverton with Mr. Lindsay.

Mr. Wood with Mr., Spearing.

Mr. Treadway with Mr. Rainey.

Mr. Griest with Mr. McClintie.

Mr. Eaton with Mr. Hull of Tennessee,
Mr. Ackerman with Mr. Lozler.

Mr. Johngon of Illinois with Mr. Bloom,
Mr, Graham with Mr. Carew.

Mr. Leatherwood with Mr. Mead.

Mr. Manlove with Mr. Moore of Kentucky.
Mr. Ramseyer with Mr. Peery.

Mr. Murphy with Mr. Hill of Alabama.
Mr. Zihlman with Mr., Aswell.

Mr. Thompson with Mr. Lanham,

Mr. Watson with Mr. Boylan.

Mr. Perkins with Mr. Montague.

Mr. Newton with Mr. Davey.

Mr. Parker with Mr. Cullen.

Mr. Temple with Mr. Greenwood.

AMr. Timgerls.ke with Mr. Rayburn.

Schneider

Speaks
Sproul, 111,
Sproul, Kans,
Stea
Steele
Stevenson
Strong, Pa.
Sumners, Tex.
Bwank
Taylor, Colo.
Thatcher
Tinkham
Tucker
Underhill
Vincent, Mich,
Vinson, Ga.
Wainwright
Warren
Wason
Watres
Weaver
Welch, Calif,
Weller
‘Welsh, Pa.
White, Colo.
ite, Me.
Whittington
lesworth
Williams, T11.
Williams, Mo,
Williams, Tex,
‘Wilson, La,
Wolfenden
Woodrum

Strother
Sullivan
wick
Taber
Temple
Thompson
Tillman
Timberlake
Treadway
Underwood
Vinson, Ky,
Ware
Watson
White, Kans.
Wilson, Miss.
Wingo
Wolverton
Wood
‘Woodruff
Wurzbach
Wyant
Yates
Zihlman

Mr. Robsion of Kentucky with Mr. Howard of Oklahoma,

Mr. Reid of Illinois with Mr. Igoe,
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Mrs Rogers with Mr. Shallenber Ea.
r. Shreve with Mr. Reed of Arl

. French with Mr. res.

. Hughes with Mr, Kun

% [s.eliy with Mr. Moore of Virginia.

. MecLeod with Mr. Jacobstein,

E Beedy with Mr. Collins,

. Golder with Mr. Moore of New Jersey,

. Christopherson with Mr. Fitzpatrick.

. Denison with Mr. Auf der Heide.

. Cooper of Ohio with Mr. Mansfield.

. Davenport with Mr. Celler.

. Elliott with Mr, O'Conner of New York.

. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Hammer.

. Dempsey with Mr, leiul

. King with Mr. Cole of ryland.

. Michaelson with Mr. Underwood.

. Bacharach wlth Mr Sirovlch

. Hoffman with Mr. Byrn

. Wyant with Mr. Vinson of Kentucky.

. Yates with Mr. Crosser,

. Woodruff with Mr Wingo.

. Britten with Mr. Kent.

. Aldrich with Mr Wiison of Mississippl.

. Bacon r. Palmisanop,

. Andrew with Mr. Sujllmn

. Darrow with Mr. Buchanan.

. Andresen with Mr. Lyon

. Beck of Penns lvanin with Mr. Tillman.

. Hadley with Bankhead.

. Crowther with Mr Ware,

. Curry with Mr. Somers of New York.

. Kiess with Mr, Milligan.

. McLaughlin with Mr. Doyle.

. Lampert with Mr. Stedman.

. Knutson with Mr. Busby.

. Johnson of Washington with Mr. Carley.

. Burdick with Mr. McCormack.

. Chalmers with Mr. Sabath.

. James with Mr. Oliver of New York.

. Merritt with Mr. Berger.

. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, my colleague the gentleman

from Massachusetts, Mr. McCorMmAcK, is unable to be present.

He asked me to state that if he were here he would vote * no.”

The resuit of the vote was announced as above recorded.
STOCK-RAISING HOMESTEADS

Mr., ARENTZ. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to call
up the bill (8. 3949) to amend section 10 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for stock-raising homesteads, and for other
purposes,” approved December 29, 1916 (Public, No. 290, 64th
Cong.), a publie lands bill, that has been reported.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

Mr. TILSON. Mr, Speaker, I understand this bill is from the
Senate, but that a similar bill has been reported out by the
Public Lands Committee; is that correct?

Mr. ARENTZ. This has been fully considered by the Public
Lands Committee and reported favorably,

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that the report was
not filed in sufficient time to make it in order to-day except by
unanimous consent.

Mr. COLTON. That is correct.

Mr. SCHAFER. Reserving the right to object, was the vote
of the Public Lands Committee unanimous?

Mr. COLTON, It was,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr., ARENTZ]?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the following be added as an additional
proviso to section 10 of an act entitled “An act to provide for stock-
raising homesteads, and for other purposes,” approved December 29,
1916 (Public, No. 290, 64th Cong.) :

“ Provided further, That the withdrawal from entry of lands neces-
sary to ingure access by the public to watering places reserved hereunder
ghall not apply to deposite of coal and other minerals in the lands so
withdrawn, and that the provisions of section 9 of this act are hereby
made applicable to said deposits in lands embraced in such withdrawals
heretofore or herveafter made, but any mineral location or entry made
hereunder shall be in accordance with such rules, regulations, and re-
gtrictions as may be¢ prescribed by the SBecretary of the Interior.”

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. CortoN, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr, CHAPMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
leave of absence for my colleague the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. VixsoN], on account of the illiness of his wife.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, granted.

There was no objection.

ARTICLE BY CLAYTON F. MOORE

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks in the Recorp on the tariff question.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the reguest of the gen-
tleman from Idaho?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, under permission granted to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp I submit the following article
which appeared in the January issue of the Tariff Review. The
author, Mr. Clayton F. Moore, is a recognized authority on the
tariff, and in view of his long occupancy of the position of
clerk to the Ways and Means Committee, House of Representa-
tives, has had a wide experience in the framing of tarifl legis-
lation which is probably not exceeded by any other person.

His romantic story of how a tariff law is framed is filled
with the most interesting and valuable information which should
be preserved in the ConcrEssioNAL REcorp, especially as this
subject is now uppermost in the minds of the people and will
occupy the attention of the next Congress for some time.

How THE TARIFF LAw 18 Mabn

Moore, clerk to the Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives

Tariff making is one of the most intricate and fascinating functions
of the legislative arm of the Government. The tariff is the stabilizer
of the Nation's business,- Without tariff differentials high enough rto
guarantee the United States market to the United States producer,
economic independence can not prevall, nor can the average person
enjoy the comforts and luxuries of full-time employment at adequate
wages. Upon the prosperity of the country depends the extent fto
which taxes may be collected to carry out the all-important functions
of government. Thus, tarif making is at the very root of the machin-
ery of government. Prosperity, resulting from a sound tariff policy,
o furnishes not only necessary funds for the conduct of government but
a contented people, well employed, well able to meet governmental tax
requirements, and opposed to radicalism, which is always the outgrowth
of discontent.

There are two types of economists in the United States—the theoreti-
cal and the practical. The theoretical economist, living in the musty
documents of history, evolves from deductions the ideal he expounds.
The practical economist separates the nonessentials from the ideal and
applies the theory, In the light of his knowledge of the actual facts
regarding our farms, factories, and workshops, to the everyday practices
of the avirage ecitizen. The one is the economy of a dreamer; the other
of the man on the street; and it is with this practical phase of our
modern economics this article will deal.

“ How does Congress make a tariff bill?" *“ What shall T do and
how shall I tell my story to the Congress?™ These and similar ques-
tions come across my desk daily, and I shall endeavor to tell, in this
article, how these things are done.

When our far-seeing forefathers wrote the Constitution they adopted
the theory that taxes should be with the consent of the governed. In
other words, they deelared as a basic principle that the people them-
selves shall tax themselves, and therefore provided that all bills raising
revenue should originate in the House of Representatives, since Members
of the House, being elected every two years, are the direct representa-
tives of the people. The Benate, originally designed as the representa-
tive of the State governments, whose Members are elected for terms up
to six years, was given the right to amend but not to originate.

The House of Representatives, however, is a large body of men, each
with a multitude of duties to perform, and it s mentally and physically
impossible for each Member to know everything about every subject
coming before Congress, Congress, therefore, created committees, each
committee to specialize in the work assignmed to it and report back to
the House of Representatives its best judgment as to what should be
done,

The Ways and Means Committee is the oldest of these standing com-
mittees. It was created In 1789 for the purpose of * ascertaining the
ways and providing the means" by which the revenue could be raised
so that the Government could function, The first tariff bill was under
consideration and pending in Congress before George Washington was
inaugurated President. Even in those days the protective-tariff question
was a leading issue, for we find In the Annals of Congress for April 11,
1789, that Congressman Smith, of Maryland, presented a petition from
the “ tradesmen, manufacturers, and others, of the town of Baltimore,”
asking Congress to impose *“ on all foreign articles which can be made
in America such duties as will give a just and decided preference” to
American manufacturers and workers,

-From the very first a tariff bill differs from other bills in the way it
is introduced in Congress. The ordinary bill is introduced by a Member
and referred to a committee, which reports it back to the Congress with
certain recommendations, A tariff bill, on the other hand, is a bill of
national policy, involving thousands of articles of commerce with which
no one man can be familiar. It is, therefore, prepared by all of the
members of the Committee on Ways and Means and introduced by the
chairman. Under the rules of the House, it is privileged legislation
and has the right of way over all other bills in that branch of
Congress.

By Clayton F.
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Modern tariff making is as different from the tariff making of the
colonial times as day is from night. Prior to 1922 the machinery for
gathering the information necessary to tariff revision was inadequate
and widely spread out among the various Government agencies, Facts
assembled by one agency often conflicted with the same facts gathered
by another, Little cooperation was given these agencles by the busy
manufacturers or the toiling farmer. Trade associations were not
properly organized and paid little attention to fact gathering. There
was no central Government agency through which the facts could clear,
Statements that ecame from the manufacturers and importers them-
selves were based upon Individual, rather than group, experience.
Often the facts presented were so conflicting that the question of a
fair rate of duty was largely a matter of compromise or guesswork,

To-day a new order prevails, and by a coordinated system of fact
gathering through various Governmental bureaus and the Tariff Com-
mission—agencies in which the public, after years of education, has
confidence—Congress will have before it the most complete data that
was ever assembled for the making of any tariff law,

The Committee on Ways and Means is composed of 25 members—15
Republicans and 10 Democrats. At this writing there is a vacancy in
the Republican ranks due to the death of Hon. Charles L. Faust, of
Missouri, a few weeks ago. These men are the practical economists of
Congress, x

The actual work of preparing the bill will be in the hands of the 15
Republican members of the Committee on Ways and Means. Of these,
6 participated as members of the committee in drafting the tarif act
of 1922; 5 of the others were Members of Congress at that time and
gided the passage of that act through the House, while the remaining
3 members, 1 of whom is the son of the coauthor of a famous tariff
law, are receiving their first baptism in the fire of tariff making.

Contrary to the belief that has been held in some quarters, these men
have made a continoous study of the tariff question sinee coming to
Congress, and most of them were thoroughly schooled in the funda-
mentals before then. Many of them spend their spare time in mills and
workshops and on the farms, becoming familiar with the practical ma-
chinery of industry and agriculture. Most of them have visited the
customhouses of our great ports and have familiarized themselves with
the actual operation of a tariff law. They were picked for the commit-
tee because of their ability to examine the facts in a national light,
rather than from the standpoint of their individonal distriets.

The platform of the Republican Party pledged an examination and,
where necessary, a revision of the tariff act of 1922, These 15 partisans
will attempt to carry out that pledge with the least possible delay.
Bince the policy of tariff making has been placed in their hands by Con-
gress, they must define the policy and keep the faith. They will weigh
the facts impartially and arrive at a solution which will meet the wishes
of the great majority.

The first step, therefore, was to decide upon general hearings. The
known conditions in industry, mining, and farming, and the platform
pledge warranted that step. Aecordingly, the committee notified the
public at large that hearings would be held, beginning on a certain
date, and that those interested in articles now subject to duty or upon
the free list could come to Washington on specified dates and present
their problem to the committee. These hearings are public and no
one who has information to present is barred from submitting his case
orally or in the form of a brief.

For five hours and more daily these members will sit, along with
their 10 Democratic colleagues, and listen to what the public at large
has to say about tariff revision. In a tentative form a record of these
proceedings will be printed daily, and those who can not attend but
who may have an interest may ascertain what is being said by a simple
request for a copy of those hearings.

Upon what is developed during the course of the hearings will depend
largely whether an extra session of Congress is to be called, and if the
precedents of the past govern and certain facts develop, as It is now
believed they will, there is no question, in the writer's mind at least,
about an extra session.

“ How may I obtain a hearing?" asks the uninitiated. * Should I
write my Congressman, hire a lawyer, or what?' The way to obtain
a hearing is to ask for it. A 2-cent postage stamp or the personal
effort required to walk into room 321, House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D, C., and ask for it is all that is necessary.

You do mot have to hire anybody or seek any political influence to
obtain a hearing, provided the reguest is made at the time the schedule
of the tariff act in which your item appears is under consideration. Do
not bother your Congressman. He is a busy man, and he ean not
master the details of every factory or farm# in his district, When you
have had your hearing or presented your case by filing a brief, then tell
your Congressman what you have done and leave the matter in his
hands. His service for you begins when the hearings are over,

When the hearings have been concluded, subcommittees of the ma-
jority members of the Committee on Ways and Means will begin the
intricate work of preparing the legislation. Thig is the second step.
Shortly after Congress adjourns on March 4 these 15 Members will sit
down around the conference table and dissect the facts that have been
presented. This will be done in executive session. Personal comfort
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and convenienece will be thrown aside, and these men will labor long
and patiently over the mass of statistics and other important data that
has been presented.

In addition to its own staff, the committee will call in experts from
the Tariff Comimission to straighten out discrepancies as to the volume
of imports, costs of production, transportation amd distribution difficul-
ties, and such other factors as enter into the problem presented by the
testimony. Upon the result of this examination they will determine the
rates of duty to be applied.

In the past the allegation has frequently been made that the large
eontributors to political campaigns have had the greatest influence
in tariff making. It has been alleged that the representatives of these
groups, or of great combinations of industry, make their own rates.
Such statements are far from the truth. The attitude of the present
Members of Congress is “I'm from Missouri; show me.” That, in¥a
nutshell, is the answer. The modern tariff bill is based upon facts.
If great industries fail to furnish the facts or endeavor to cover up the
truth, they have no chance with the Ways and Means Committee. They
can not enter the tarill bill by a back door. In fact, great corporations
which are seeking tariff changes must be prepared to expect the closest
serutiny of their industries, and their requests must be based absolutely
upon facts which may be substantiated by the various investigating
organizations of the United States Government.

The subcommittees may, and occasionally do, eall into executive ses-
sion the representatives of contending factions, in an effort to com-
promise differences or obtain the truth. Suveh individuals, however,
are infrequently called, and then only at the invitation of the sub-
committes and not on their own request.

The small corporation and the individual farmer are on an equal
footing with the greatest industries and their problems will receive the
same careful consideration. In other words, financial standing is wiped

‘out, and each class stands before the committee on an absolutely egual

footing.

“ What will happen if I am satisfied with the existing law, fail to
make a statement to the eommittee, and some one else proposes a change?
Is my case closed?’” The answer is “ No.” If you will assemble the
faets and forward them to the committee before the bill is drafted, they
will receive due consideration. Certain facts are often developed after
the hearing. No one is barred from presenting them in the form of a
communication to the committee.

We often hear this expression, * I'm too busy to look into this matter
now. I'll wait for the later hearings before the subcommittee.” This
is a mistaken idea evidently emanating from bad advice given by a
Washington lobbyist. There will be no later hearings and no hearings
before these subcommittees, Tariff revision comes once in several years.
Unless there are gross discrepancies in the law which requires immedi-
ate attention, the policy has always been not to disturb the business of
the country by piecemeal legislation.

Whenever the platform of a great political party makes a promise on
the tariff question it is generally the first promise to be kept, if that
party is victorious in the election. That is a matter of history. And
when both political platforms made definite promises last June and July
it was notice to the country to be prepared. The committee notice that
was given to the country at large on December 5 was, therefore, a fore-
gone conclusion, and that notice was given one month in advance of the
hearings. If the Congress is to act promptly, there must be a lmit
upon the hearings; otherwise the hearings would never be closed and
the time wasted would result in great financial loss and much incon-
venience both to the individual and to Congress.

When the subcommittees have concluded their labors they will report
back to the full majority membership of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. Line by line and paragraph by paragraph the work of these
subcommittees will be examined, amended, or approved. This done, the
chairman will be authorized to introduce a bill. When introdoced it
will be referred back to the committee. A meeting of all the members
of the committee will then be held and, by a strictly party vote, the bill
will be ordered reported to the House,

When the bill is introduced the rates become public. It is at this
time that the dissatisfaction arises among the interested parties. “ Iam
not taken care of in the bill,” wires a manufacturer. ** What shall I
do?" The answer is, * Take it up with your own Congressman.”

It was, as has already been pointed out, unnecessiry to bother your
Congressman in the matter of a hearing before the Ways and Means
Committee, but should you now be dissatisfied you have a legitimate
right to request your Congressman to defend your position on the floor
of the House of Representatives. If your position is fair and what you
ask is just, it is possible that your Congressman can straighten the
matter out by an amendment to the bill at the proper time, but if the
committee had considered your case and discarded your request because
the facts presented did not warrant it, it 1s unlikely that your Con-
gressman can succeed in having the amendment adopted.

The rules of procedure of the House of Representatives provide a
gimple method for handling legislation of this or any other character. A
revenue bill, having the right of way, may be called up by the chairman
of the committee at any time after it is favorably reported. Usually
when this is done there is a period of general debate, when all phases of
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the bill are discussed. TIf the debate becomes acrimonious, prolonged,
and dilatory the House leaders generally bring in a rule to limit it. At
the conclusion of this general debate the bill is read under the 5-minute
rule for amendment. At this time amendments are offered and their
sponsors are permitted five minutes in which to state their reasons for
the amendment. Replies are made In the same manner. This is what
is called the consideration of the bill in the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

After such consideration is concluded the Committee of the Whole
House rises and reports the bill back to the House, with or without
amendments. The House then approves the amendments en bloe, or
votes on them separately, and if a motion to recommit the bill to the
committee with certain instructions—which is wusually made by the
minority party—tfails, then the bill is voted on and passed.

“ But,” a dissatisfied applicant for tariff consideration may say, “ my
rate iz still out of the bill., What can I do about it?" The answer
is, “ Go to the Senate.” After the bill passes the House it is received
in the Senate as a message from the House and referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance. The Committee on Finance will then hold hearings
on the House bill. Those who are dissatisfied with certain phases of
the bill may then appear. After those hearings have been concluded,
the Finance Committee will go Into executive session and consider the
evidence that has been presented.

In the event that the evidence justifies the contention made, the
committee will amend the paragraph. When the Finance Committee
has completed its consideration of the bill it is then reported to the
Benate.,

Some interested person may now discover that the tariff bill affects
him and that there is nothing in the bill which will give him relief;
he still has a chance. He can go to his Henator, who, if the facts
justify, may offer an amendment on the Senate floor. If the amendment
is accepted, it becomes a part of the bill, which in doe course passes
the Senate.

This brings us to the final stage of the legislation.
next?

When the bill passes the Senate certain rates are different from
those that were in the House bill. New rates and new language
appear. What is to be done about it? The House and the Senate each
appoint conferees, who, sitting together, constitute a committee of con-
ference. That conference committee consists of the five ranking mem-
bers, three Republican and two Demoeratie, of the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House and a like number of members of the Committee
on Finance of the Senate. Those 10 men will iron out the differences
between the two Houses of Congress. They can not rewrite the bill,
nor change any rate or language which both Houses approved. They
are limited to the differences between the two bodies, and in settling
those differences fhey may adopt one of three positions. They may agree
to accept the House rate in the bill, in which case the Senate would
yield its amendment. They may agree to accept the Senate rate, in
which case the House would yield; and, lastly, they may compromise
by fixing a rate between the two.

Once these labors are completed and the differences iromed out, each
group of conferces presents a report to their House and defends the
understanding of the whole conference committee. That branch of
Congress which accepted the conference acts upon the legislation first.
When this is done the other branch of Congress acts; and if the meeting
of the minds of both Houses is complete, the bill then goes to the
President for signature ; and when signed by the President the tariff bill
becomes the tariff law.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House the follow-
ing message from the Senate:
The Clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That the House of Representatives be respectfully requested
to return to the Senate the following bills, to wit:

H. R. 6496. An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or

agreements between the SBtates of New Mexico and Oklahoma with re-
spect to the division and apportionment of the waters of the Cimarron
River and all other streams in which such States are jointly inter-
ested ;
H. R. 6497. An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or
agreements between the States of New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas
with respect to the division and apportionment of the waters of the
Rio Grande, Pecos, and Canadian or Red Rivers, and.a.ll other streams
in which such States are jointly interested ;

H. R. 6499. An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or
agreements between the States of New Mexico and Arizona with respect
to the division and apportionment of the waters of the Gila and San
Francisco Rivers and all other streams in which such States are jointly
interested ;

H. R.7024. An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or
agreements between the States of Colorado and New Mexico with respect
to the division and apportionment of the waters of the Rlo Grande,
San Juan, and Las Animas Rivers and all other streams in which such
States are jointly interested; and

What happens
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IL. R. 7025, An act granting the consent of Congress to compacts or
agreements between the States of Colorado, Oklahoma, and Kansas with
respect to the division and apportionment of the waters of the Ar-
kansag River and all other streams in which such States are jointly
interested.

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, as the author of
two of the bills referred to, I may say that I have no objection
to the bills being returied to the Senate.

Mr. SNELL. Mryr. Speaker, as I understand, these are bills
that were messaged over to-day?

The SPEAKER. They are bills that came over this morning.

The question is on compliying with the request of the Senate.

The request was complied with.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to—

Mr. LaxuHAM, for the balance of the week, on account of ill-
ness.

Mr. TavyLor of Tennessee, for one week, on account of personal
business.

Mr. Lozier, indefinitely, on account of death in family,

CUAPT. GEORGE FRIED

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
permission to address the House for five minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Vermont?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIBSON. The leading news item of the day portraying
an outstanding achievement of American men of the seas fills
every heart with pride.

Few of us appreciate the perils of the deep when waves
are lashed into fury by winds and storms. We can not
visualize the full meaning of a call of distress across hundreds
of miles of almost impassable storm-tossed waters. Then stout
hearts, clear heads, and calm judgments are necessary for
effective action.

It is a matter of deepest gratification that these have been
found in rare eoordination in an American officer and American
seamen of the United States Lines sailing under the flag of our
country. [Applause.]

All hail to Capt. George Fried, of the America, a great navi-
zator, a brave man, an outstanding hero of the seas and of his
country, and above all a fine gentleman! All hail to his brave
erew, to whose lot comes glory only through peril! [Applause.]

The congratulations of the people of the Nation are due
the officers and men, who performed wonders of seamanship
in the hazardous rescue of the crew of the 8. 8. Florida.

At the proper time appropriate action should be taken by
the Congress expressive of the appreciation that is in the hearts
of our people for the performance of an act of great heroism.
[Applause. ]

ENROLLED BILLS BIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills of the House of the following titles, which were
thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.10472. An act to authorize the appointment of Master
Sergt. August J. Mack as a warrant officer, United States Army;
and

H. R.15472. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lend War Department equipment for use at the Eleventh
National Convention of the American Legion.

ADJOURN MENT

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 16
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, January

23, 1929, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Friday, January 25, 1929, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
(10.30 a. m.)
Navy Department appropriation bill,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
(10 a. m. and 2 p. m.)
Tariff hearings as follows:
SCHEDULES

Agricultural products and provisions, January 24, 25, 28
Spirits, wines, and other beverages, January 29.
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Cotton manufactures, Jaunary 30, 31, February 1.
Flax, hemp, jute, and manufactures of, February 4, 5.
Wool and manufactures of, February 6.

Silk and silk goods, February 11, 12,

Papers and books, February 13, 14,

Sundries, February 15, 18, 19.

Free list, February 20, 21, 22, "
Administrative and miscellaneous, February 25.

COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
(10 a. m.)

Continuing the powers and authority of the Federal Radio
Commission under the radio act of 1927 (H. R. 15430).

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

765. A letter from the Acting Secretary of Commerce, trans-
mitting additional item which it is requested be incorporated
in House bill 16030 as section 5 thereof, * The Secretary of Com-
merce may detail superintendents of lighthouses and engineers
in the Lighthouse Service to duty at the Bureaun of Lighthouses
at Washington without change of status”; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

766. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations
for the fiscal year 1929 required to meet the adjustments in
compensation of the officers and employees within the District
of Columbia and in the field services under the act approved
May 28, 1928 (45 Stat. 776-785), amounting in all to $17,364,196
(H. Doe. No. 524) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

767. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the Treasury Department for the fiscal year 1929 pertaining to
the Customs Bervice, $900,000 (H. Doc. No. 525) ; te the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

T68. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the Department of Labor for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1929, pertaining to the Bureau of Immigration, $121,990 (H. Doc.
Ncir. 526) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

769. A letter from the Acting Secretary of Commerce, trans-
mitting draft of a bill to authorize the purchase by the Secre-
tary of Commerce of a site, and the construction and equipment
of a building thereon, for use as a constant-frequency monitoring
radio station, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

770. A communication from the President of the United
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, for the Navy Department,
amounting to $1,344.200 (H. Doc. No. 527) ; to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIIT,

Mr, ARENTZ: Committee on the Public Lands. 8. 3849. An
act to amend section 10 of an act entitled “An act to provide for
stock-raising homesteads, and for other purposes,” approved
December 29, 1916 (Public, No. 290, 64th Cong.) ; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2212). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HALE : Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 7930. A bill
to amend section 24 of the act approved February 28, 1925,
entitled “An aect to provide for the creation, organization, ad-
ministration, and maintenance of a Naval Reserve and a Marine
Corps Reserve™; without amendment (Rept. No. 2213). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union,

Mr. SHALLENBERGER: Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. H. R. 15011. A bill authorizing Charles B.
Morearty, his heirs, legal representatives, and assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Missouri
River at or near Omaha, Nebr.; with amendment (Rept. No.
2214). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr, SHALLENBERGER : Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. H. R. 15012, A bill aunthorizing Charles B.
Morearty, his heirs, legal representatives, and assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Missouri
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River at or near South Omaha, Nebr.: with amendment (Rept.
No. 2215). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HUDDLESTON : Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, H. R. 15625. A bill authorizing Thomas B. Brooks,
his heirg, legal representatives, and assigns, to construct, main-
tain, and operate a bridge across the Garniers Bayou at or near
the point where State Road No. 10 crosses the said Garniers
Bayoun, in the State of Florida; with amendment (Rept. No.
2216). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PEERY: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, H. R. 15570. A bill authorizing 8. R. Cox, his heirs,
legal representatives, and assigns, to construet, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Ohio River at or near New Mar-
tinsville, W. Va.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2217). Referred
to the House Calendar. 4

Mr., COOPER of Ohio: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. H. R. 16715. A bill authorizing the construction of
a high level bridge across the Maumee River at or near its
mouth; with amendment (Rept. No. 2218). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 15849. A bill authorizing Richard H. Klein, his
heirs, legal representatives, and assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Susquehanna River at or near
the borough of Liverpool, Perry County, Pa.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2219). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, H. R, 16205. A bill authorizing the Fayette City Bridge
Co., its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Monongahela River at or near
Fayette City, Fayette County, Pa.; with amendment (Rept. No.
2220). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, H. R. 16206. A bill granting the consent of Congress to
the Pittsburgh & West Virginia Railway Co. to construct, main-
tain, and operate a railroad bridge across the Monongahela
River; with amendment (Rept. No. 2221), Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. CORNING : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R, 16345. A bill authorizing Frank A. Augsbury, his
heirs, legal representatives, and assigns, to construet, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the St. Lawrence River near Mor-
ristown, N. Y.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2222), Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr, DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. §S. 4451. An act to amend the act entitled “An act
authorizing Roy Clippinger, Ulys Pyle, Edgar Leathers, Groves
K. Flescher, Carmen Flescher, their heirs, legal representatives,
and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across
the Wabash River at or near McGregors Ferry to White
County, I1L.,”" approved May 1, 1928; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2223). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SHALLENBERGER : Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. 8. 4861. An aet authorizing the Brownville
Bridge Co., its snccessors and assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Missouri River at or near
Brownville, Nebr.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2224). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 16565) author-
izing the Hawesville & Cannelton Bridge Co., its successors and
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the
Ohio River at or near Cannpelton, Ind; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CAREW : A bill (H. R. 16566) to validate devises, be-
guests, and gifts from alien enemies to American citizens; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: A bill (H. R. 16567) to
provide for the deportation of certain aliens, and for the punish-
ment of the unlawful entry of certain aliens; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. LEAVITT (by departmental request) : A bill (H, R.
16568) to repeal that portion of the act of Angust 24, 1912,
imposing a limit on agency salaries of the Indian Service; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr, SCHNEIDER : A bill (H. R. 16569) authorizing a per
capita payment of $100 each to the members of the Menominee
Tribe of Indians of Wisconsgin, from funds on deposit to their
credit in the Treasury of the United States; to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.




1929

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 16570) to provide for the
regulation of ownership of inventions devised by Government
employees and the control and administration of Government-
owned patents, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Patents.

By Mr. BLACK of New York: A bill (H. R. 16571) to ex-
press the appreciation of Congress to the officers and crew of
the steamship America; to the Committee on Appropriations,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 16572) granting an increase
of pension to Mary Phelps; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H, R. 16573) granting an
increase of pension to Bell Butters; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BRITTEN: A bill (H. R. 16574) for the relief of
Miguel Pascual; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr, CANNON: A bill (H. R. 16575) granting a pension
to Cordelia Hunsaker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CELLER: A bill (H. R. 16576) for the relief of
Franklin L. Hamm ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 16577)
authorizing the Secretary of War to award a congressional
medal of honor to Lieut. Col. Frederie E. Windsor and to place
his name on the Army and Navy medal of honor roll; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, CULKIN: A bill (H. R. 16578) granting an increase
of pension to Mary A. Hall; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. EATON: A bill (H. R. 16579) granting an increase of
ppnsion to Mary W. Ryan; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. EVANS of California: A bill (H. R. 16580) granting
a pension to Sophia Hamlin; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16581) granting a pension to Florence Reed ;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 16582) granting an increase of pension to
Effie B. Carr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16583) granting an increase of pension to
Nannie A. Gooch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EVANS of Montana: A bill (H. R. 16584) for the
relief of Granville W. Hickey; to the Committee on Military
Affairs, -

By Mr. GAMBRILL: A bill (H. R. 16585) for the relief of
Benjamin C. Lewis and Bessie Lewis: to the Comurittee on
Claims.

By Mr. GOODWIN: A bill (H. R. 16586) granting an increase
of pension to Harriet Wilkins Dibble; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 16587) for the relief of
Peter R. Wadsworth ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL: A bill (H. R. 165688) granting
a pension to Isabelle Holland; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 16589) granting an increase of
pension to Catherine A. Ryan; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. McLEOD: A bill (H. R. 165690) providing for the ex-
amination and survey of the old channel of the River Rouge;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, ‘

Also, a bill (H. R. 16591) granting a pension to Clara B.
Koch : to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MAJOR of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 16592) granting a
pension to Mary F. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 16593) granting a pension
to George A. Forsyth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16594) granting a pension to Katy Douse;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16595) granting an increase of pension to
Hannsah Piper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16506) granting an increase of pension to
Callie R. Graf; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 16597) granting
an increase of pension to Harriet A. Fairman ; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. RUTHERFORD: A bill (H. R. 16598) granting an
i;cnr;\;nse of pension to Cora L. Dickerson; to the Committee on

ensions.
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By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 16599) granting an increase
of pension to Katie Currier; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 16600) granting an increase of pension to
Edith Doty ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 16601) granting an in-
crease of pension to Florence A. Prince; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WATSON: A bill (H. R. 16602) granting an increase
of pension to Louisa Flack; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. W, T. FITZGERALD : Resolution (H. Res. 299) for
the payment of additional compensation to Bingham W. Mathias,
clerk to the Committee on Invalid Pensions; to the Committee
on Accounts.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’'s desk and referred as follows:

8383. Petition of board of directors of the American Society
of Civil Engineers, favoring the equipment of a hydraulic labo-
ratory in the Bureau of Standards; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

8384. By Mr. CARTER: Petition of the American Legion,
Department of California, urging better hospital facilities for
veterans ; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

8385. Also, petition of the Buffalo section of the American
Society of Civil Engineers, urging the establishment of a national
hydraulic laboratory at the Bureau of Standards; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors,

8386. Also, petition of the Philippine-American Chamber of
Commerce, opposing any restriction or limitation to the free
movement of products between the United States and the Phil-
i}];pines in either direction; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

8387. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of 1,000 Washington citi-
zens, indorsing the proposals made by the National Committee
for Law Enforcement to secure the enforcement of the dry law
in Washington, D. O.; to the Committee on the Distriet of
Columbia.

8388. Also, petition of the Enid Milling Co., Enid, Okla., in-
dorsing House bill 16346, a bill to amend the tariff act of 1922;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

8389. By Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee: Petition from the
citizens of Humboldt, Tenn., asking that a bill be passed to
establish a moratorium for the payment of drainage bonds until
such time as agriculture has recovered from its depressed
condition, ete.; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reecla-
mation,

8390. Also, petition from citizens of Dyersburg, Tenn., asking
that a bill be passed to establish a moratorium for the payment
of drainage bonds until such time as agriculture has recovered
from its depressed condition, ete.; to the Committee on Irriga-
tion and Reclamation.

8391, By Mr. KING: Petition signed by the landowners in
the South Quincy drainage and levee district, Adams County,
Ill., petitioning Congress to pass House bill 14116, or one
of like contents; to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation.

8392. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of B. T. Babbitt (Inc.),
New York City, favoring the passage of House bills 9200 and
14659 and Senate bill 1976, for additional Federal judges for
New York; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8393. Also, petition of the National Parks Association, Wash-
ington, D. C., opposing the passage of House bill 5729; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

8394. By Mr. SABATH : Resolution adopted by the Prosperity
Lodge, No. 781, Brotherhood of Railway and Steamship Clerks,
Freight Handlers, Express and Station Employees, indorsing
Senate bill 1727, to amend the now existing retirement law for
civil-service employees, also Senate bill 3281, providing for a
44-hour week in the Postal Service; to the Committee on the
Civil Service.

8395. Also, resolution adopted by the Building Service Fm-
ployees International Union, to which 6,000 members have sub-
scribed, urging the Federal Radio Commission that a through
channel, with unlimited time for broadcasting, be granted to
station WCFL, the organized labor radio station; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

8396. By Mr. SINCLAIR : Petition of North Dakota Coopera-
tive Wool Marketing Association, against a reduetion in the
present wool and mutton tariff or to a change in the form of its
application; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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